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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’s INN FYELDs, Lcwpon, W.C. 
Follies lndispotable and enconattcnais, re 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 








a NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 





Ten. Twentv. 


£ 8. .| £ 

191 10 431 0 
211 0 #=| 46410 
232 0 525 10 
276 10 *626 10 
872 0 | %836 10 























EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,(00, effected 30 years a person then aged 30, 
would have increased 4 £1,819, or by more than rhe ad A, 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profi 





THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE BANK, LIMITED. 





AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 
SUBSCRIBED, /500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 


With power to increase. 
HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, E.C. 








Bankers—Messrs. MARTIN & OO. 
Offices at Buenos Ayres- 486, PIEDAD. 


Deposits received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest 


to be ascertained on application. 
The present rates are 44 per cent. for one year, 5 per cent, for two or three 


years. 
Letters of Credit, Bills of Exchange, and Cable Transfers issued. 
Bills payable in the Argentine Republic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent 


lection. 
for collection EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 


TOTAL ASSETS, £2,372,277. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon, Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor 
The Right Hon, Lord COLBRIDGB, The Lord Chief Justice, 
The Hon, Mr, Justioo KEKE WIOH, 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANS, Q.0,, D.O.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKB, Eaq, 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Eeq,. 





Cases Reported this Week. 

In the Solicitors’ Journal. 

A Solicitor, Re, Ex parte Official 

Bonner & Co. v. and Another 
Boy: (Geonneat) Nield v. Boyd 

Guardians of the Headington 


Union. A ; Guardians of 
Dewlch Union, Respondents «7 
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VOL. XXXIV., No. 29. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, MAY 17, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Acconprye to the latest reports, Mr. Justice Kay intends to 
resume his duties in Trinity Sittings, which commence on Tuesday, 
June 3. 


Her Masesty’s birthday is appointed to be kept on the 2'st 
inst., and although, contrary to wont, the is not a Saturday, it 
is anticipated that all the judges will take advantage of rule 2 of 
order 63, and that none of them will sit on that day. 











From tae Vacatron notice, which we print eleewhere, it appears 
that Mr. Justice Vavenan Wittrams will act as Vacation Judge 
during the recess, which lasts from the 24th‘inst. to June 2, both 
days inclusive. There will be no sittings in court during 
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the Jatter a married woman, at the time of entering into a contract, 
hed no free separate estate except the clothes which she had bought 
for hereelf and her children out of her separate income, and as it 
was held that the contract could not be deemed to have been made 
with respect to these, she was not liable. In the former the lady 
was in the habit of buying expensive clothes and jewellery, and 
the contract.in question was one for the purchase of articles of the 
latter description. An opposite result was not unnaturally arrived 
at, and she was held to be liable. According to Palliser v. 
Gurney (35 W. R. 760, 19 Q. B. D. 519) it is necessary that the 
married woman shall have at the time of the contract some separate 
property, but the question of whether it is bound still de 
sub-section (3) of section 1 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882. By that, ‘‘every contract entered into by a married woman 
shall be deemed to be a contract: entered into by her with respect 
to and to bind her separate property, unless the contrary be 
shewn.” The important point, therefore, is how the contrary 
can be shewn, and this appears to depend upon the nature of the 
property, and not upon any proof of actual intention on the 
of the ied woman. Thus, in Harrison v. Harrison 
(13 P. D. 180) the fact that the property was inalienable was 
sufficient to shew that the contract was not entered into with 
regard to it; and, as we have seen in Leake v. Driffield, a 
similar conclusion was arrived at when the property consisted 
solely of clothes. But these decisions rest merely on the ground 
that the contract could not reasonably be supposed to be entered 
into with regard either to inalienable property or te ordinary 
clothes, and = supposition Bs not to be carried further than is 
necessary. ere, as in the present case, there is expensive 
clothing or jewellery, which can, if necessary, be. turned into 
money, other considerations, of course, apply, and there is nothing 
to exclude the possibility of the contract having been entered into 
with regard to them. It should be noticed that the actual inten- 
tion of the married woman seems to be quite excluded, and very 
properly. If there is no objection arising from the nature of the 
property it would be out of the question for her intention to 
influence her liability, unless it were communicated to and 
acquiesced in by the other contracting party. At the same time, 
it is not a little illogical that an actual intention should have less 
weight allowed to it than a presumed one. 





In tue case of Re Robson (reported elsewhere) a taxing master 
attempted to upset what, so far as our experience goes, has become 
a general practice with regard to charging for a lease made in con- 
sideration of an annual rent and also of a premium. In the case in 

ion the lessor’s solicitor claimed a sum of £56, made up of 

14, the seale fee in respect of the rent, according to the second 
seale in Part II. of Schedule I., and £42, as the scale fee in respect 
of the premium. This £42 was the scale fee, to which, under Part 
L of Schedule I., 2 vendor's solicitor would have been entitled 
‘ for deducing title and perusing and completing conveyance,” in 
the esse of a sale of freehold property at a price of £4,400, the 
premium paid for the lease. The taxing master disallowed the 
2, om the ground that, in the case of a purchase, the solicitor (as 
in Re Lacey (28 Soricrrons’ Jovnwat, 123, 25 Ch. D. 
bould v. Bailward (33 Soxicrrons’ Jounnat, 94, 14 
) would not have been entitled to the scale fee, 
title was deduced, as well as the conveyance com- 


nd in the present case, there being no special agree. 


was deduced or abstract delivered. But the taxing 
gave the solicitor an option of bringing in a bill (in ad- 

to the £14) for remuneration according to the old system, 
sitered by Schedule Il. to the Remuneration Order. Mr. 
Justice Nontn held that the taxing master was clearly wrong in 
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re eee which he had done, 


= 
wp 


E2is 
 FFEE 
=3 


THE 
i 


i 
F 
i 


pends upon | agree 


If. But he held that the solicitor was entitled to the £42, 
as well as the £14, and that rule 5 of the Rules applicable to 
Part II. of Schedule I. exactly applied to the case. The reference 
in that ruleto ‘‘the remuneration on a purchase at a price equal to 
the premium ’’ was intended, he thought, to avoid the repetition of 
the table in Part I. of Schedule I. shewing the seale of remunera- 
tion, as though there had been a reference to it mutatis mutandis, 
and was not meant to narrow its application to cases precisely 
identical, or to exclude (as would be the result of the taxing 
master’s decision) almost all leases at a premium from its operation. 
For (except in the very few cases in which there was an express 
ment to the contrary) a lessee was not entitled to call for the 
lessor’s title, and there would not be any deduction of title by the 
lessor’s solicitor, and if, as might frequently be the case, a lease 
were granted at a merely nominal rent in consideration of a large 
premium, the remuneration provided for the solicitor by the scale 
fee in respect of the rent might be wholly inadequate. The 


must be very satisfactory to the profession, and it appears to us to 
be in accordance both with the words and the spirit of the Remu- 
neration Order. We are glad tonotice in the more recent decisions 
a tendency to construe the Order favourably to solicitors, when it is 
reasonably possible to do so. We had eo occasion to re- 
mark on the tendency in some of the earlier decisions—even of the 
Court of Appeal—almost to strain the construction of the Order 
adversely to solicitors. We trust that their interests will, in 
future, meet with less harsh treatment, and that it will not be 
assumed that primd facie the charges made by a solicitor are 
wrong. Probably the decision of the House of Lords in Newbould 
v. Bailward has had some influence upon the spirit in which the 
Remuneration Order is now approached by the courts. 





Tuere appears to be such a general consensus of opinion as to 
the desirability of the changes in procedure which Mr. Fintay 
proposes to effect by ‘‘The Supreme Court of Judicature Bill, 
1890,” that one wonders why the reform has been so long delayed. 
Rumours of impending changes upon the lines of Mr. Fintay’s 
Bill have for some time been current, but no definite proposal upon 
the subject has hitherto beeen made. We would suggest that Mr. 
Frstay’s Bill, which is good so far as it goes, might with advantage 
be made to go considerably further. If applications for new trials 
in jury cases, and 2 pes from the judge in chambers, are to go 
direct to the Court o: Appeal, why not let divisional courts go by 
the board altogether ? objection to this, of course, is the 
large amount of additional business which would be thrown upon 
the hands of the Court of Appeal. But Mr. Frvtay’s proposals 
involve a very large increase in the work of the Court of Appeal. 
With regard to applications for new trials, it was pointed out by 
Lord Justice Bowen, in an article in the Law Quarterly Review for 
January, 1886, that, if applications for new trials in jury cases 
were to go direct to the Court of Appeal, the result would be the 
addition of some two hundred causes a year to the list of one of 
the divisions of that court. The appeals from chambers would 
probably amount to considerably more than this. Thus it seems 
tolerably clear that it would not be possible to carry out Mr. 
Fintay’s scheme without increasing the number of the Lords 
Justices, with a view to the constitution of a third division of the 
Court of Appeal. And if this change has to be made, why should 
not all the work which is now done by the divisional courts be 
transferred to the Court of Appeal? In this connection we may 
point out that the right of appeal from court to court which at 
—_ exists in so many cases was foreign to the scheme of the 

udicature Act, 1873. Section 20 of that Act contemplated the 
abolition of all appeals to the House of Lords, though, as a matter 
of fact, the section never came into tion, since it was 
suspended by section 2 of the Judicature Act, 1875, and the appel- 
late jurisdiction of the House of Lords was established by the 
Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876. Divisional courts are, no doubt, 
an interesting survival, but that in iteelf is scarcely a sufficient 
justification for their continued existence. Lord Justice Bowrn 
has himself drawn a strong indictment them. In the 
article to which we have referred he says: ‘‘The three great courts 
of banc that used in former times to sit at Westminster, each under 
the presidency of its Chief Justice or ite Chief Baron, were usually 





courte of four. The collective weight and experience of a tribunal 
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decision (from which, as we understand, it is not intended to appeal) . 
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of the kind were so considerable that their judgments, as a rule, 
were satisfactory, and the public and the profession acquiesced 
with equanimity in the state of the law which prohibited appeals 
in all but a specified class of cases. However jal the subject- 
matter of the litigation, there was sure in the old days to be some 
one member of the court within the range of whose knowledge it 
fell; and the judgments of these splendid courts of banc made the 
English law respected in every English-speaking country. Instead 
of banc courts of four, the members of which were trained to work 
with one another, our divisional courts in the Queen’s Bench are 
now composed of three or two judges, who select in rotation the 
court in which they are to sit. The Crown Paper upon this plen 
may be dealt with by two judges whose experience at the bar and 
on the bench may have lain in subjects other than Crown practice. 
Appeals from chambers may be heard before two judges whose 
familiarity with chamber work has been slight, though their legal 
acquirements in every other field of the law are above all praise.” 
There is an alternative scheme to that of transferring the work of 
the divisional courts to the Court of Appeal—namely, a bold 
extension of the single-judge system. Itis, at any rate, difficult 
to see why the whole of the appellate business of the High 
Court should not be transacted by judges sitting alone. An 
objection which has been urged against the single-judge system is, 
that a judge sitting alone would be called upon to review the 
decisions of one of his own colleagues ; but this difficulty could be 
avoided by a provision that all appeals from a judge in chambers 
should go to the Court of Appeal. The adoption of either of these 
schemes would obviate the grievous waste of judge-power which is 
the blot upon our present system. 





Tue peciston of Court of Appeal No. 1 in the case of Cochrane 
v. Entwistle {reported elsewhere) goes further, we think, than 
almost any previous decision in giving the fullest effect to the 
stringent provisions of section 9 of the Billa of Sale Act, 1882, 
for avoiding bills of sale which are not made “in accordance” 
with the form given in the schedule to the Act. The action was 
brought by the holder of a bill of sale, given as security for an 
advance of money to the grantor, against a sheriff, claiming 
damages for an alleged wrongful sale under a fi. fa. issued to 
enforce a judgment against the grantor of the personal chattels 
comprised in the security. The defence was that the bill of sale 
was void under section 9. The only way in which the bill of sale 
differed from the statutory form was this. The grantor was a 
farmer, and by the instrument she assigned to the grantee as 
security ‘‘ all and singular the several chattels and things specifi- 
cally described in the schedule hereto annexed, and now in and 
about the premises known as Poulteny Lodge Farm,” and there 
were added these words, ‘‘ together with all tengnt-right valuation, 
goodwill, tillages, and interest of the mortgagor in and to the said 
Jarm, lands, and premises.” The schedule contained a detailed 
enumeration of various articles of furniture and household goods, 
and there were added the same words as to ‘‘tenant-right valua- 
tion,” &c., which occurred in the body of the deed. The court, 
affirming the judgment of Manisry, J., held that, by reason of the 
addition of those words, the bill of sale was not ‘made in ac- 
cordance with” the statutory form, and was, therefore, void as 
regarded the personal chattels comprised in it. On behalf of the 
grantee reliance was placed upon Re Burdett (32 Soxrcrrors’ Jovnwat, 
222, 20 Q. B. D. 310), as shewing that the security on the personal 
chattels might be severed from the rest of the deed, and that the 
other property which was comprised in the assignment, and which 
did not come within the Act, might be put out of sight in consider- 
ing the validity of the document as regarded the personal chattele. 
The court, however, said that Re Burdett did not apply, the ques- 
tion there being, whether the fact that a bill of sale was not in the 
statutory form rendered it void, not only as regarded the personal 
chattels comprised in it, but also as regarded some trade 
machinery, which did not come within the statutory definition of 
‘personal chattels,” and it was there held that the bill of sale re- 
mained valid as to tho machinery, though it was void as to the per- 
sonal chattels. The statutory form of bill of sale contemplated an 
assignment of only personal chattels, and the present instrument 
was clearly not in the statutory form. Nor was it “in accord- 
ance with” the form, for it did not produce substantial! 
the same legal effect. On the contrary, it had a different legal 
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effect, for it dealt with things which were entirely outside the 
scheduled form. The Master of the Rolls said that, if such a bill 
of sale were upheld, the protection which the Act was intended to 
give to ignorant and careless borrowers would be entirely done 
away with. The result of this and some other recent decisions 
—notably Parsons v. Brand (ante, pp. 293, 297)—seems almost to 
amount to this, that no bill of sale can be relied upon as a security 
unlees it is made verbatim et literatim in the statatory form. And, 
indeed, this was the effect of the judgment of Lord Justice Fry in 
the well-known case of Ex parte Stanford (30 Soxicrrors’ Journ, 
418, 17 Q. B. D. 259), in which he differed from the rest of the 
court, and expressed the view that the Legislature had required 
the contract in the case of a bill of ssle “to be clothed in a 
particular form under pain of nullity.” At acy rate, this is clear, 
that a mortgage of ‘‘ personal chattels” cannot be safely joined 
with a mortgage of real estate or chattels not coming within the 
definition of ‘‘ personal chattels ’’ contained in the Act. Whether, 
by these stringent regulations, the Legislature have really benefited 
the ‘ignorant and careless borrower” is, we think, much more 
doubtful. As matters now stend, he will, we imagine, if he can 
give no other security than that of ‘‘ personal chattels,” have little 
chance of obtaining a loan from any but an “ignorant and careless 
lender.’ 








EVADING THE BILLS OF SALE ACTS. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Mary Watson, Ex parte 
The Official Receiver, is a useful commentary on the current 
methods of evading the Bills of Sale Acts, but the circumstances 
were hardly of such difficulty as to justify the assembling of the 
full court. . It was said that the previous decisions hsd been con- 
flicting, but the charge was emphatically repudiated by the Master 
of the Rolls, and the more recent cases at any rate afford.no ground 
for it. The difficulty seems to have arisen from the doubt which 
was thrown on Allsopp v. Day (7 H. & N. 457) in Ex parte Odell 
(27 W. R. 274, 10 Ch. D. 76), but the matter has been fully 
cleared up since in the cases of Yorkshire Railway Wagon Oo. v. 
Maclure (21 Ch. D. 309) and North Central Wagon Co. v. Man- 
chester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Oo. (35 W. R. 443, 
35 Ch. D. 191), and it might have been suppozed that these 
decisions would afford a reasonably certain guide to the inferior 
courts in the present instance. That there is an element of un- 
certainty in the cases it is, of course, impossible to deny, and 
this is, indeed, incident to the nature of the transactions in ques- 
tion. The object is always to raise a sum of money, and whether 
this is done in a manner which violates, or which successfully 
evades, the Bills of Sale Acts must often prove a nice point for 
decision. It is clear, however, that the two methods exist, and 
successful evasion of the Acts has not only been recognized, but 
the test to be applied to it laid down. 

It was well settled by a series of cases on the Act of 1854 that a 
mere receipt for purchase-m was not a bill of sale, and this 
upon the ground that it was not a document by which the pro- 
perty in the goods passed. The transfer took quite in- 

ependently, and was in no way affected by such an arrange- 
ment as that upon repayment of the money the property 
should revest in the vena or, to give him his true title, the 
borrower: Thomson v. Barrett (1 L. T. N. 8. 268), Allsopp 
v. Day (supra). But in He parte Odell (supra) the whole 
transaction was so dependent upon the documents, and was 
by these to be so clearly a loan and nothing more, that the 
ob Appeal refused to admit this consideration. In that 
there were two documents—one an inventory of the 8, 
ing at the foot a receipt for £150 as “for the absolute 
thereof; and the other a hiring agreement, under which the 
was to be at liberty, in case of default, to seize and sell, but 
surplus of the money so realized over the amount of the loan 
to go to the borrower. It is obvious that this latter provision 
conclusive as to the real character of the transaction, by 
was sufficient to rebut the idea that anything in the 

a bond fide sale had been contemplated. At the same t 
seems probable that the court had not then clearly realized 
distinction between the documents themeelves and the 
of sale which might possibly be su d without reference 
them, and this accounts for the doubt which was thrown 
Allsopp vy. Day. The same error seems to have been 
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in Ex parte Cooper (27 W. RB. 298, 10 Ch. D. 313), though that 
case also has been explained on the ground that, apart from the 
document, there was in fact no sale: Woodgate v. Godfrey (28 
W. R. 88, 5 Ex. D. 24). 

The more recent cases, however, seem to have removed this 
temporary obecurity. In Yorkshire Railway Wagon Co. v. 
Maclure (supré) a railway company wished to borrow money, but 
found that they had no power to doso. They accordingly achieved 
the same result by a device exactly similar to that used in the cases 
under consideration. They sold their locomotives and wagons to 
the plaintiffs, and at the same time hired them back at a rate which 
would repay the advance, with intrest, in five years. At the end 
of this time the goods were to be repurchased at a nominal price, 
but up nm default they might be seized and taken away. This 
arrangement was carried out under the advice of counsel, and was 
successful. But its success was due to the fact that it was found 
to include a bond fide sale, and that it was not a mere device or 
cloak to conceal a loan. The money was, in fact, obtained, and the 
statute which forbade the borrowing may thus be said to have been 
evaded, but Lixpitzx, L.J., commented on this in the following 
terms :— There is always an ambiguity about the expression 
‘evading an Act of Parliament.’ In one sense you cannot evade 
an Act of Parliament ; that is to say, the court is bound so to con- 
strue every Act of Parliament as to take care that that which is 
really prohibited may be held void. On the other band, you may 
avoid doing that which is prohibited by the Act of Parliament, and 
you may do something elee equally advantageous to you which is 
not probibited by the Act of Parliament.” In the above case the 
=" company had adopted the latter course, and were therefore 


Still more to the point is the case of Worth Central Wagon 
Co. v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. 
(supra). That was an ordinary case under the Bills of Sale 
Acts m which a loan had been effected by sale and re- 
demise. The documents consisted of an invoice, receipt, and 
a hiring agreement, the last including power to seize on de- 

t, and jrovision for repurchase at the end of the term at a 
nominal price. In the Court of Appeal it was held, as in the case 
last referred to, that this arrangement was perfectly legitimate, 
and that a bond fide sale of the goods had been proved without any 
allusion to the invoice and receipt. Even, therefore, if these 
were invalid for want of registration, the transaction of sale would 
mot thereby be affected. A clear distinction was thus drawn 
between the transaction iteelf and the documents which accom- 


these, then the question of their invalidity for want of registration 
would arise. Although, however, this is obvious enough, it is a 
very different thing to say that every traneaction which the parties 
feign to be one of sale is to be treated as such by the courts, and 
yet this seems to have been assumed in the decisions of 
inferior judges. But the judgments given in the House of Lords 
in case (37 W. R. 305, 13 App. Cas. 554) ought 
to shew that the real nature of the transaction is to be 
scammed as closely os ever. In Ex parte Odell, as we have 
seen, the hire agreement shewed clearly that the transac- 
tion was one of loan. The pretended purchaser was to be at 
liberty, in case of default, to seize and sell the goods, but only for 
the payment of his debt; any surplus was to go to the vendor. 
But in the present case, as in that of Yorkshire Railway Wagon 
Co. v. Maclure (supra), there was no such stipulation. Upon this 
distinction stress was laid by Lord Hexscnert (13 App. Cas., at p. 
560), and Lord Macsscurex pointed out (p. 567) that the vendors 
retained no right of redemption. It is thus clear that, while a 
transaction of sale, map ng into merely as a device for 

money, may be supported, yet it is necessary that it should 
be a sale boné fide, and to determine this the court will consider 
toth the circumstances of the alleged sale and the tenour of all 
the documents that atthe time. This conclusion appears 
t be mm by all the cases above referred to. 

Bat if such is the law, the present cose of Re Mary Watson pre- 
sents no difficulty whatever. According to the finding of the county 
court judge there was never any intention on the part of the 
borrower to sell her furniture, the transaction was, in fact, one 
A loan or mortgage, and not « tale with s right of repurchase. In 


of thi: device. It is curious that Lord Macnacuren, in discussing 
the nature of the trausaction in Worth Cent al Wagon Oo. ¥, 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. (supra), 
says that ‘‘as regards their legal incidents, there is all the differ- 
ence in the world between a mortgage and a sale with a right of 
repurchase,” thus expressly calling attention to the fact that in 
cases of this kind the two are to be distinguished; and, as we 
have already said, no doubt was felt in the House of Lords that, 
in making this distinction, it is the substance. of the transaction 
that must be looked at. And yet, with these words before them 
the county court judge and the Divisional Court said that a 
transaction which had been found in fact to be a mortgage was to 
be treated as a sale simply because it was so styled in the docu- 
ments. It is not surprising that Lord Esnxr expressed himself 
somewhat strongly upon the manner in which the decisions had 
been misunderstood. 








POWER OF COUNTY COURT JUDGES TO GRANT 
NEW TRIALS. 


Iw our issue of last week (ante, p. 449) attention was called to 
the recent case of Murtagh v. Barry, in which it was held by the 
Queen’s Bench Division that, where a county court judge has 
granted a new trial upon the ground that the verdict given by the 
jury was against the weight of evidence, his decision can be 
reviewed on appeal to the High Court. We now propose, in 
fulfilment of our promise, to resume the discussion of this case, 
which, from its practical importance, merits detailed consideration. 
It is quite clear that, prior to the County Courts Act, 1888, the 
decision of a county court judge, upon an application to him for a 
new trial, could not have been questioned on appeal (Machardy v. 
Liptrott, 19 Q. B. D. 151; Jacobs v. Dawkes, 35 W. BR. 649; 
see also Morris v. Lowe, 34 W. R. 45; Rawnsley v. Lan- 
cashire and Yorkshire Railway Co, 35 W. R. 771)—(1) because 
such an application was, in its nature, interlocutory, and therefore 
not within the enactments which, prior to the County Courts Act, 
1888, governed the right of uppeal ; and (2) because the county 
court judge possessed by statute an unfettered discretion with 
regard to applications for new trials. 

So far as the first of these grounds is concerned, it can, it 
seems, no longer be maintained, as section 120 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, must, according to a recent decision (Dinger 
v. Mathews, 88 L. T. 139), be taken to have removed the 
disability to appeal to the High Court against an interlocutory 
order of a county court which formerly prevailed. But it is 
submitted that no appeal, even now, lies against the order 
of a judge refusicg a new trial when the application is made 
on the ground solely that the verdict is against the weight of 
evidence (Heywood’s Annual County Court Practice, 1890, p. 
388 ; Wilton y. Leeds Forge Valley Oo., 32 W. R. 461), as 
there is still no appeal feom a county court upon a question 
of fact, but only where either party in any cause is, to use the 
language of section 120, “ dissatisfied with the determination or direc- 
tion of the . . . court in point of law or equity, or upon the admis- 
sion or rejection of any evidence.” In this state of the law it follows 
that, in the care under discussion (Murtagh v. Barry), there 
was no right of appeal, and it is probable that the Divisional Court 
would have so held had such right been directly questioned by 
preliminary objection. The case of Dinger v. Mathews (ubi sup.), 
where the right of appeal from the decision of a county court 
judge upon an application for a new trial was affirmed, in no way 
militates against the view just expressed, as the decision there 
complained of was a misdirection upon a point of law. 

As regards the second of the above-mentioned grounds, it is 
submitted that it is not ia any way weakemed by the County 
Courts Act, 1888, which provides, by section 93, that ‘the 
judge shall also, in every case whatever have the power, if he 
shall think just, to order a new trial to be had upon such 
terms a6 he shall think reasonable, and in the meantime to 
stay the proceedings. These words would certainly seem to 
confer upon the county court judge an unfettered discretion 
as to gronting a new trial, in no way limited by the Rules 
of Court (Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practice, 4th ed., vol. 1, 
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ably not reject the guidance afforded by the decisions of the 
Court on applications for new trials. In support of this 

view, attention may usefully and appropriately be called to 
the case of Reg. v. The County Oourt Judge of Greenwich 
(36 W. R. 668), where it was held that an order made by a county 
court judge granting a new trial cannot be impugned, by means of 
a prohibition, even where there was no evidence to justify the 
making of the order, provided the subject of the suit and the appli- 
cation for a new trial were within his competence and jurisdiction. 


In his judgment in this case Wits, J., thus expresses himself :— | 


“Tt has been urged that we have a right to review the grounds on 
which the application was based. I admit that we have a right to 
gee whether these were so ridiculous or absurd as not to constitute 
any grounds at all on which a court should act, because in such a 
case the judge would be held not to have exercised his judgment at 
all, and we might prohibit a judge from granting a new trial with- 
out having practically exercised his judicial function at all. Bat 
beyond that limit I think we have no jurisdiction to review the 
diecretion of the judge.” 

From one point of view, no doubt, it may appear unreason- 
able to claim, on behalf of county court judges, an unfettered 
discretion over applications to them for new trials. But it 
must not be forgotten, that, as pointed out by Lord Coxe- 
nipez, C.J., in Morris v. Lowe (84 W. R. 45), county court 
procedure is intended to be inexpensive, and that if an 
appeal is to lie in every interlocutory matter it will be very 
much the contrary. Moreover, county court suitors are often 
ignorant, as well as poor, and it does not, therefore, seem 
unreasonable that a county court judge should, in dealing with 
applications for new trials made by such persons, be at liberty to 
take all the circumstances of each case into his consideration, and 
sometimes to grant a new trial on grounds which, in the High 
Court, would not be available, but which nevertheless may with 
propriety be allowed to prevail in county court cases. That the 
upfettered discretion claimed by county court judges over applica- 
tions for new trials has hitherto been wisely and temperately 
exercised by them may, we think, with confidence be asserted. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—If your correspondents ‘“‘ London Agents” refer to the last 
aa of the exhaustive series of papers which appeared in the 

LICITORS’ JOURNAL on ‘‘ Separate Estate” at the beginning of this 
year (ante, p. 194) they will find Beckett v. Tasker quoted as support- 
ing his conclusion that the Act applies only to such separate pro- 
perty as @ married woman, and not a widow, may acquire. A closer 
examination of the case fully bears out this statement. 

On the question of proof of separate estate, there seems no ground 
for inferring that the death of the husband affects the status quo when 
the contract was entered into, and, being a post-nuptial contract, the 
writ or pleadings should certainly contain the allegation of the defend- 
ant being ‘‘ sued in respect of separate estate” under Tetley v. Griffith ; 
the onus of proof of possession at the time of contract (beyond the 
mere allegations) resting with the plaintiff under Southern Counties 
Deposit Bank v, Farquhar (ante, p. 182)—not noticed by your corres- 
pondents. The inference naturally follows that any judgment 
would be limited as in Scott v. Morley, and would otherwise be held 

ar, 

The inference to be drawn is that the contract with a married woman 
rests on the trust that she will not dispose of her separate estate after 
contract made and before judgment, and if Mr. Weller, senior, had 
been a ereation of to-day, his dictum would probably have been 
“ Beware of married women and widdies.” Z. 








On the 8th inst. in the House of Lords Lord Barrington asked the Lord 
Ohancellor whether the justices appointed under the Lunacy at, 1889, 
had jurisdiction to make orders under the Lunacy Act, 1890, or w r 
it was necessary that they should be re-appointed under the later Act. 
The Lord Chancellor said: The justices appointed under the a “- 


1889, have jurisdiction to make orders under the Lunacy Act, 1 
urisdiction established under the Act of 1889 was expressly 
y section 342 of the Consolidation Act. I understand 

have beon raised, and I think it very im 
understood that they havo the same is 

as they had under the statute by whic 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
Re MARY WATSON, Ez parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER—No. 1, 13th May. 


Brit or Sate—Hraixe Acreement—Powsgr or Court To GO BEHIND FORM 
or Document. 


Appeal from the Divisional Court, affirming an order of the judge of the 
sees County Court. Mrs. Watson, being desirous of rowers Se 
loan u the furniture in her house without exscuting a bill of ¥ 
app to one Love for an advance, and he to advance £150, 
Accordingly an inventory and a valuation was of the furniture, and 
Love came to Mrs. Watson’s house and Mrs. Watsen handed to him a 


ciate om Daheld of oll Che Saetiens, Set eee Mrs. Watson. 
then ed a hiring agreement to which the inventory and valuation were 
annexed, in which was described as the owner of the furniture and 
Mrs. Watson as the hirer, andi it stated that Love to let the 
furniture to her, she paying him a rent of £40 every months, the 
furniture to become the property of Mrs. Watson when £200 in rent was 

, but until then it was to remain the absolute property of Love; and 
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Tus Court (Lord Esxzr, M.R., D 
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GUARDIANS OF THE HEADINGTON UNION, Appellants; GUARDIANS OF 
THE IPSWICH UNION, Respondents—No. 1, 12'h May. 
Poor Law—Serriement—I.iecrrmmatse Onrtp—Pxace or Brrtru—Serrie- 
uunt or Moruer—Onvs or Proor—4 & 5 Wit. 4, c. 76, s. 71. 
Case stated by quarter sessions on ap against an order of removal 
which —— tne place of the pauper’s last legal settlement to be in the 
Headi 


parish of where she was born. The pauper was an illegiti- 
—— child under the age of sixteen years, and the notice of chargeability 


ds of removal sent to the —— stated that the pauper was 
ingut Headington Workhouse: in the pariah of Headington, in 
A 1880, at Headington Workhouse, in the ts) ton, 
appellants’ union. On the hearing of the appeal it was admitted that 
the mother was alive, but no evidence was given to shew that she had any 
t, nor, on the other hand, was there any evidence of failure by the 
respondents to make inquiries. The appellants contended that in the 
case of an illegitimate child under sixteen, with a mother still living, there 
Was no presum that the place of its birth was its place of settlement, 
and that there must first be an inquiry into the settlement of the mother. 


until it attains the ege of sixteen or acquires a settlement in its own 


a Covnrr (Lord Esuzr,M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
cones. They said that the case of Reg. St. Paul's, Covent Garden, (7 
Q. B. 232), turned upon the sufficiency of the notice of appeal. The respon- 
dents here relied upon and proved the birth settlement of the pauper. The 
might have set up another and a superior settlement—namely, 
of the mother under the statute—and if they did so it lay upon them 
to prove it. The Act left the birth settlement of the pauper untouched 
until the settlement of the mother was proved. The onus of proof upon 
the ing parish was the same, and no greater, in the case of an illegiti- 
mate as in case of a legitimate child.—Counsz1, Jelf, Q.C., and Shortt ; 
R. C. Glen and J. F. P. Rawlinon. Sottcrrons, Philpot § Son, for 
Hawkins, Ward, § Higgs, Oxford; Rexworthy, for Vulliamy, Ipswich. 


COCHRANE v. ENTWISTLE—No. 1, 9th May. 


Br or Sarz—Assicement ny way or Montcace or Cnatrers, Rea As 
WELL as Pensonat—Butt Vorp—Sratvrory Form. 


Action upon a bill of sale to recover goods seized by the sheriff. The 
plaintiff, a money-lender, had advanced a loan of £50 upon a bill of sale 
by the defendant by way of mortgage. The bill of sale was in 
statutory form, with the following addition to the clause describing 

assigned—viz, ‘‘all and singular the several chattels 
described in the schedule, together with the tenant- 
, tillage, and goodwill and interest of the mortgagee in 
escribed. Manisty, J., held, under the authority of 
Byrne (36 W. RB. 128, 20 Q. B. D. 310), that the bill 
to the form in the Bills of Sale Amendment 
46 Vict. c. 43). The plaintiff a ed. 
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the Act, and therefore it must be in the statu form or © 
legal effect, but it included also chattels real, which were not 
the Act, and therefore it was void as a bill of sale. Fay and Lorzs, 
-» Comeurred.—Counser, Kisch; Austen. Sonicttons, Cooper § Oo ; 
¢ Vizard, for Ouston, Leicester. 


( 


TILEURY ¢. SILVA—No. 2, 14th May. 


ron Costs—“Sructay Cincumerances”—R. 8. CO, 
L , 1b. 


This was an syplication by the defendant for security for the costs of 
the s The action was brought by the plaintiff, on behal 
Np ae a og el 

obttracting an a right of fishing. 
Key, J., Giemised the action. The ground of the Hleation 
wee, there was evidence shewing that the plaintiff would not have 
eppraied, but for the fact that « guarantes fund for coste had 
been rateed by subscription aed that the action was io substance brought 
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ppeal 
ze, M.R., and Fay and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed be 


re haem da epee was immaterial —i.¢., itneed | p 
statutory form. Here the asslgument was of perscnsh chet- 





by other persons, the plaintiff's only title depending ona conveyance 
dale to oe fen before action co’ wher onan of 
ten and that the tiff had stated that he had obtained a con. 
siderable amount of subscriptions and did not — to have to pay any- 
thing out of his own pocket. There was no evidence that the plaintt 
was personally unable to pay costs. 

Tus Oovrt (Oorron and Linpiey, L JJ.) held that, assuming the truth 
of the facts stated, there was no ground for requiring security to be given, 
—Oounser, 4. Young; Stuart Moore and Harry Johnson. Soxzorrors, 
Kearsey, Hawes, § Walsh; E. F. & H. Landon. 


NAF v. PLOTON—No. 1, 14th May. 


Pracrice—Lign on Goons—Payment or Monzy rvro Covar—R. S. O,, 
.» 8. 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Huddleston, 
B., and Grantham, J.). The action was brought for the recovery of goods 
consigned by the plaintiffs to the defendant as their agent. The defend. 
ant did not dispute the title of the plaintiffs to the goods, but claimed to 
have alien upon them for £942 3s. 7d in respect of commission. The 
plaintiffs thereupon took out a summons under ord. 50, r. 8, for liberty to 
pay into court £229 7s. 10d. which they admitted to be due to the defend- 
ant, and such other sum as the judge might direct as security for which 
the defendant claimed to retain the goods, and that on such payment being 
made the goods should be delivered up to the plaintiffs. Lawrance, J., at 
chambers, ordered the goods to be given je he the payment by the 
plaintiffs into court of £942 3s. 7d. The plaintiffs paid the amount into 
court and the goods were given up to them. They then applied to the 
Divisional Court to vary the order of Lawrance, J., by directing that upon 
payment into court of £329 7s. 10d. the goods should be given up, and 
they also asked leave to amend their motion by asking that the sum of 
£612 15s. 9d. should be paid out of court tothem. The Divisional Court 
refused the application, and the plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Oovurt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R , said that the question turned on the con- 
struction of ord. 50, r. 8. It must be construed according to its ordinary 

‘rammatical m: , unless there was something to shew that it bore a 
ifferent meaning. The rule said that when an action was brought to 
recover specific property other than land, and the party from whom 
recovery was sought did nui dispute the title of the party secking to recover, 
but claimed to retain the property by virtue of a lien, the court might order 
that the party claiming the property be at liberty to pay into court, to 
abide the event of the action, ‘‘ the amount of money ia respect of which 
the lien or security is claimed, and such further sum (if any) for interest 
and costs as such court or judge may direct, and that upon such payment 
into court being made the property claimed be given up to the party 
claiming it.’ What was the meaning of the ‘‘ money in respect of whic 
the lien is claimed’’? The words were genes plain. They meant the 
money for which a lien waaclaimed. It wasno answer to those plain 
words to say that the goods were worth less than the amount for which 
the lien was claimed. ‘That might be a hardship, but it was not enough 
to induce the court to set aside the plain meaning of the rule. Fry, L.J., 
concurred. There was no ground for reading the rule as if it ordered the 
payment intc court of the amount for which the lieu was claimed or the 
value of the goods, whichever was the smaller. No doubt the rule might 
defeated by an unreasonable or fraudulent claim for lien, but it was 
not that that was the case here. When that case arose the court 
would have to consider it. Lorzs, L.J., delivered judgment to the same 
effcct.—OounssL, Henn Collins, Q.0., and Clarence Peile ; Robert Wallace. 
Soxtctrons, Francis Howse; Peckham, Maitland, § Peckham. 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
LAURENCE v, HORTON—Ohitty, J., 7th May. 


Insunction—Manvatory Orpsr—Ancisnt Liguts—Oomp.etion or 
Dersnpants’ Buiipixcs nerons War Issuzp. 


In this case the question was raised as to the circumstances under 
which the court will grant a mandatory injunction for the removal of a 
building is or almost — before complaint made or 

issued. March, 1889, the defendants pulled down their ware- 
house and commenced a new and loftier building on its former site. The 
laintiffs, who owned adjacent property, first heard of the new building 
on the 23rd of May, 1889, when the was up to the third storey. 
They at once objected to it, on the ground of its interference with their 
ancient lights. On the 24th of May the defendants abandoned an 
intended fourth storey, levelled up the e brickwork, and put on 
the roof. The plaintiffs claimed a mandatory order requiring the defend- 
ants to remove so much of the new building as excceded the ht of the 
old Se scies ot een paid £50 tn ohne Hee ag . it was 
not the court to grant a unction e@ case 
of a completed building, except under very special circumstances, such as 
where there had been fraud or trick. Nothing of that kind was alleged 
here, and damages would be an uate remedy. ‘Uhe plaintiffs relied 
on Smith v. Smith (28 W. R. 771, L. BR. 20 Faq. 500). 

Currry, J., said that the court, io granting a mandatory injunction, of 
course exer great caution, but no more than in any other case. In 
granting such injunctions the true rule was that the court must have 
regard to all the clicumstances of the case, No hard and fast rule could 
be laid down as to when « mandatory injunction would be granted, and 
when not. Everything was to be taken intoaccount. It was clear, however, 
that a saan oould not be dilewes te run upa building so as to interfere 








May 17, 1890. 7 





eee || 


EE 


SSREEEES EREERSEEE RSE 


gure. 


pe 








‘890. 
——— 


mveyance 
eration of 


ed a con. 
pay any- 
plaintiff 


the truth 
be given, 
ILICITORS 


2. 8. 0, 


idleston, 
of goods 
defend. 
imed to 
m. The 


oO! 


under 
1 of a 
ade or 
ware- 


ilding 
itorey. 
| their 


put on 
efend- 
of the 
it was 
> case 
ach as 
lleged 
relied 


on, of 


| have 
could 
|, and 
yever, 
erfere 














May 17, 1890, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





[Vol. 34.] 473 











with another man’s lights, and then, by way of defence, say that he had 
finished the building by the time the writ was issued. If, as was the case 
here, the building was not finished when the writ was issued, the 
tiffs were entitled to have it pulled down; and the fact that the 
Fading had reached a certain height by the time complaint was made 
and before the writ was iesued, did not entitle the defendants to say that 
they might, at any rate, keop their building at that height, and that no 
order could be made to pull it down. As tothe amount of damage done 
by the new building in the present case there could be no doubt—though 
there was a dispute as usual as to that. The defendants’ witnesses 
estimated the damage at £50, and the defendants paid that sum into 
court, while the plaintiffs’ witnesses said that £400 was the amount of 
damages. He relied rather on the witnesses who spoke to the facts, and 
who had given their evidence very fairly, than on the scientific witnesses, 
and, in opinion, it was indisputable that serious di had been 
inflicted. It was on the 23rd of May that the plaintiffs first heard of the 
new building, and the same day they required the defendants not to 
further. The defendants, however, proceeded, both on that day 

and on the following > | after, when they knew the building was objected 
to. The defendants did not seem to have taken any means to ascertain 
whether the windows in the plaintiffs’ premises were ancient lights, 
though, of course, they admitted they knew of the existence the 
windows. They p ed to erect their new building, and took their 
chance of its eeay | objected to. It appeared that the defendants had 
been ‘absent from home when complaint was first made, but the defend- 
ants’ absence could not avail them. It was their duty to have stopped 
the work as soon as they knew of the plaintiffs’ objection, and it was 
impossible they should be allowed to obtain any advantage by running 
up the building before the plaintiffs couid come to the court. The result 
was, that a mandatory order must be granted, aye me | the form in Yates 
v. Jack (14 W. R. 618, L. R. 1 Oh, 295), and the defendants must pay the 
costs of the action. The operation of the order would be suspended for 
three months. The £50 paid into court by the defendants would be returned 
to them.—CounseL, Whitehorne, Q.0., and Underhill; Romer, QC., and 
Wurtzburg. Souicrronrs, M. & C. Onderhill, for Underhill ¢ Lawrence, 
Wolverhampton ; Sharpe, Parker, ¢ Co, for W. Horton § Redfern, 


irmingham. 


Re THE OPERA (LIM.)—North, J., 13th May. 


OompaANY—WINDING Up—EXkcuTION PUT IN Force arrer CoMMENCREMENT 
or Winpinc up—PossmssioN orf SHERIFF BEFORE PRESENTATION OF 
PeTirionN—MOonkEY RECEIVED AFTER—OompPanigs Act, 1862, s. ‘ 


The question in this case was, whether a sheriff who had received cer- 
tain moneys under an execution against a company, to wind up which an 
order was afterwards made, was bound to pay those moneys over to the 
official liquidator, even though he had paid them away to the execu- 
tion creditor. The company carried on a theatre. An order to wind it 
up was made on the 5th of February, upon a petition which was pre- 
sented on the 18th of January. On the 16th of January the sheriff, under 


afi. fa. issued by a judgment creditor of the company, took possession of | br 


chattels of the company at the theatre (such as scenery and dresses). The 
sheriff continued in possession at the theatre till the 8th of February, 
when he withdrew in pursuance of an order of the court in the winding 
Ls The chattels which he had seized were not sold, and they were, 
when he withdrew, given up to the liquidator. But, while the 
sheriff was in on, and after the presentation of the petition, he 
received the moneys which were paid by the public for admission to the 
theatre, and out of those moneys he paid the execution creditor his debt 
and costs. The liquidator claimed all the moneys which had been thus 
received by the sheriff, on the ground that they had been received, and 
the execution, as re ed them, put in force, after the commencement of 
the winding up, relying on section 163 of the Companies Act, 1862. On 
behalf of the sheriff it was urged, that the execution was put in force 
when he first took possession, which was before the presentation of the 
petition. At any rate, it was said, he ought to be restored to his rights 
against the chattels which he had ceized, and which he might have sold 
to satisfy the execution. 

Norru, J., held that, as to the moneys paid for entrance to the 
theatre, the execution was not put in force until they were actually re- 
ceived by the sheriff, and that was after the commencement of the 
Winding up. He war, therefore, bound to account to the liquidator for 
all which he had thus received. But the order would be wthout pre- 
judice to any right which the sheriff might be able to establish against 
the chattels which were seized before the commencement of the winding 
up.—Cocnsst, Marten, Q.0., and Manby; Renshaw, Q.0., and Rose- 
Innes, Soricrrons, Boxall $¢ Boxall ; Burcheiis. 


Re BOYD (Deceased) ; NIELD v, BOYD—Stirling, J. (for Kay, J.), 8th May. 
Witt—Consravotion—Sprora, Powsr or AprointMEnt, 


The question in this case was whether the testatrix had by her will, 
made in 1879, duly executed a power of eo The will con- 
tained the following residuary bequest :—“I give and bequeath all the 
real and ope tn rag ef not hereby otherwise disposed of, and situate or 
being in land or South America or elsewhere, which, by virtue of any 

wer or ‘authority or any separate right of proparty, Tam competent to 

pose of'’ upon certain trusts. teatatrix a special power of 
sppeteinnens under her marriage settlement over a fund consisting of 
and other property in South America, and had no other power of 

a tment ; but there was some evidence that she did not know 
tence of this powor at the date of hor will, and several of the 


ff 


| by sequestration, since t 


perpetuities, and others from not being in favour of objects of the power. 
Srretinc. J , said that, as was observed by Pearson, J., in Re Swinburne 
(33 W. R. 394, 27 Ch. D. 696), if he did not act the 
in this bequest, which referred to any power 
possess, he should, in fact, strike them out of the will. In Re Blackburn 
(38 W. BR. 140, 43 Ob. D. 75) North, J., as sae previous 
decision in Re Cotton (37 W. R. 232, 40 Ch. D. 41), that case had there- 
fore no bearing upon the present case. He held that the power had been 
duly executed.—Oounset, Warrington; Waggett; Borthwick ; Greig. 
Soricrrors, J. 7. Witham; W. @. Greig. 


KINAHAN & SONS v. KINAHAN, LYLE, & KINAHAN (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 
9th May. 
Practice—Sgrvick ouT OF THE JuRispIcTiON—SgquasTaaTION—PAaTEN rs, 
Destens, AnD Trapge-Marxs Act, 1883, ss. 90, 107, 111, 117—R. 8. C., 
XI, 1, sup-secrion (f); 2. . 


Motion by the defendants to Say oo erg obtained by the plain- 
tiffs for service of writ out of the By the indorsement on 


pag a the plaintiffs registered ! rors thang Pmt ent 
¥ an 

from off the defendants’ goods as and for the plaintiffs’ goods. 

The plaintiffs had also given notice of motion to rectify the ster of 

trade-marks by striking out the defendants’ trade-mark. The ‘ 

principal place of business is in Dublin, that of the defendants’ in 

Belfast, and the latter have not much business and no agents It 


t, here. 
was argued for the defendants that an injunction could not be enforced 
hey had no here: Marshail v. (38 
Ch. D. 330, 36 W.R. Dig. 161); and that the 
brought their motion for rectification of the 


ants send goods to private customers, 

sit, and an injunction enforced by sequestration in that manner ; that it 

was not clear that the register could be rectified by an application to the 
of ou 


Kexewicu, J., said that this juriediction for service 
be carefully and 
‘no business ag nay am Sari oh 
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was a similar motion, and there was, in this respect, no 
difference between the motion in that case, which was to 
upon the regieter, and the motion in the present case. 

ce and the writ must be discharged, with costs.—Covnsst, 
QC., and Willis Bund; Renshaw : " 
Linklater § Co. ; Paddison, Son, $ Fullilove. 


Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


SAMMOBS v. BAILEY—9th May. 
Practice—Inrernoearonres—Powsr tro Sraixe ovr Particutar Ivrer- 
rnocaTorrss—R,. S. O., XXXL, 7. 

In this action, which was for breach of contract, the tiff obtained 

leave from the district re at Cambridge to deliver 

the examination of the defendant. A set of 
B 


it 
iat 


been delivered, the defendant took out 
The district registrar made an order that interrogatories 1 and S$ should 


struck out, and interrogatory 2 struck out, on the 

said in’ ies were aes and unnecessary. was 

affirmed by Hawkins, J., at chambers. The plaintiff appealed. It was 

argued on his behalf that the district registrar had no under the 

present rule, which slightly differs from the cpuguntinn 

Rules id ge (ord, $1, r. 5), to 
some an — ou : 

Wile ooh, pn bags att the defendant te sefane to enewer ong, partiocier 

in , 

1889-90, p. 518, was cited to the effect that = / or all of the interroga- 

tories may be struck out under the latter = the rule, 

Tur Cover (Grantuam and Vavenan t there 
was no authority for the Sy eg mg oe 
appeal.—Counsen, Witt; J. WF. Oveper. 
for J. W. Prior, Cambridge ; Sharpe, Parker, ¢ Co, for J. F. Symonds, 


Oambridge. 
DIXON ve, WBELLS—Sth May. 


Apvunrenation or Foop—Seummona, Itznean Issun or—Junmmoprcrn oF 
Juereene—Paseme-adeave's Act Q1 & 12 Vier. o s. 1—Foop 
anv Daves Act Awanpwant Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Viren, ©. a 10 
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This was a special care stated by the stipendiary magistrate of King- 
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ston-upon-Hull for the opinion of the court as to whether the appellant 
was — convicted under the following circumstances. A complaint 
was on loth of October, 1889, laid before two justices of Kingston- 
upon-Hull by the respondent (the inspector for the borough under the 
Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875) against the appellant for having sold 
adulterated milk upon the 20th of tember previous. The summons 
was granted, but not signed. On the 14th of October the summons was 
— by another magistrate, who had not heard the complaint. The 
dav was the 23rd of October. The appellant appeared on that 
day, but by his solicitor objected to the jurisdiction of the magistrate, on the 
ground that the summons was irregularly issued, and was a nullity. The 
appellant was convicted and fined, and this case was stated by the magis- 
trate. For the appellant it was argued that the summons was bad, and 
the only made at the hearing, which took place more than twenty- 
eight days after the offence. Section 10 of the Food and Drugs Act 
Amendment Act, 1879, provides that in all prosecutions under the princi- 
pal Act’’ (the Food and Drugs Act, 1875) ‘‘ the summons to ge before 
the magistrates shall be served upon the person charged with violatin, 
the provisions of the said Act within a reasonable time, and in the case 
perishable article not exceeding twenty-eight days from the time of the 
from such person for test purposes of the food or drug.”” On 
side it was contended that ty in the process used for 
the offender before the court had no effect on the jurisdiction, 
. V. Shaw (34 L. J. M. C. 169) and BR. v. Hughes (4 Q. B. D. 614) 
m as decisive of this case. 
(Lord Oo.zrrmer, C.J., and Matnew, J.) held that the con- 
be quashed. Lord Coterinez, C.J., in giving judgment, 
ractice seemed to have arisen all over the country of magis- 
drawing up summonses and taking them to be signed by any 
, thus rendering a man liable to be convicted, and perhaps 
fined, for some offence, the magistrate wko signed the summons 
compl ignorant whether there was any primd facie case against 
A looser practice, and one more likely to lead to injustice, he could 
the magistrate who signed this summons heard the 
quite possible that he might have found that there 
the deferdant, and declined to let it go any further. 
issued in direct defiance of Jervis’s Act (11 & 12 
provided that a summons should be signed by the 
the complaint, and it was, therefore, no summons 
been established by several authorities—of which 2. v. 
R. v. Hughes, decided in 1879, after a second argument 
were examples—that where a man was brought before 
urisdiction over the offence of which he was accused, 
it try him for that offence without inquiring how he was brought 
whether by force or fraud. It was impossible to struggle 
those decisions. But the present case was not within them. There 
0 distinctions. In the former cases there had been no protest by 
accused before the ites, and he was, therefore, held to 
compliance with the rules of procedure. Here there was a 
at the time. He would not, however, decide the case 
it was very important ; for the judges in R. v. Hughes 
seemed to think @ protest would have been of no avail. But the 
poo mee was conclusive. By section 10 of the Food and Drugs Act 
Act, 1879, it was in effect enacted that as a condition pre- 
to the trial of offences under the principal Act, the summons 
should be served ~apdedeed ore and 7 the case of perishable 
atticles within twenty ys ¢ purchase for test purposes of the 
article complained of, and that the return day should not be Jess than 
seven service of the summons. That gave the person 
accused time to prepare his defence. The times mentioned were essential. 
v. Hughes were to be extended it must be 
admitted that this section had been violated. There was no summons at 
before stated. The period of twenty-eight days had 
expired before the date of the trial. The man was there and they 
a a for an offence committed more than twenty-eight 
days Unless they complied with the provisions of this Act the 
magistrates had no juriediction there was no compliance with it here, and 
the conviction must be quashed. Maruew, J., the summons was a 
Citation stating that the i i 


paeeanpeanugtuze 
SHIM aL 
iN 


fe 
ge 

ta 
TRE 


EEE 
fie 
Aue 


had jurisdiction to him; but section 10 imposed a limit 
upon their , and if atthe date of the hearing a fresh summons 
had been iceued, it would have been too late. Conviction quashed — 
Counser, Montagu Lush; H. T. Kemp. Soricrtors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, 
for Weedhouse, Hull; Cunkffies & Davenport, tor RB. Hill Dawe, Hall. 


BOSSER & CO. v, LYON AND ANOTHER—Sth May. 
Hessasp asp Wie e—Wire's Lisptirry—Evivence ov Seranate Paorgerry 
—Maxuten Wonrn’s Pauorzery Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75). 


Motion for jadgment the su 
Denman, J., at Lewes Wictes PF money Phe plaintiffs, jewellers at 


the | the same to the court; and if, upon s 
the | agreement or for 





goods on her own credit and for her own use on her separate estate. The 
a of separate estate were the jewels formerly supplied by the 
plaintiffs, and dresses, including seal-skin jackets and furs, of over £100 
value. The judge left the plaintiffs to move for judgment, after expressing 
a doubt whether such property alone could be separate property under 
the Act, with respect to which a married woman could reasonably be 
deemed to have contracted credit. 

Tue Covrt (GrantHam and Vaveuan Wituiams, JJ.) gave judgment 
for the plaintiffs. Gnranruam, J., said that the Act of 1882 imposed upon 
the plaintiffs the burden of she that there was some separate pro- 
perty ; but if they shewed that the married woman had at the time of 
con some separate property upon which she could pledge her own 
credit, that was sufficient to make her liable. Evidence had been given 
that the defendant had at that time some hundred pounds’ worth cf 
jewellery, and a large and expensive wardrobe. It would be quite pos- 
sible that ladies should get tired of particular jewels and dresses, and be 
ready to exchange them for other property. Under the circumstances, he 
did not think the court were bound by Leake v. Driffield (38 W. R. 93, 24 
Q. B. D. 98) to hold that this was not separate property, in respect of 
which the defendant could reasonably be deemed to have contracted. 
Vavueuan Witurams, J., said that, whatever view might be taken of the 
decision in Leake v. Driffield, there was nothing unreasonable in presuming 
that this lady might have contracted in reference to the separate property 
mentioned. Sub-section 3 of section 1 of the Act of 1882, which says 
that ‘‘ every contract entered into by a married woman shall be deemed to 
be a contract entered into by her with respect to and to bind her separate 

, unless the contrary be shewn,’’ is a corollary to and not a 
tation of sub-section 1, and, in his opinion, the last words meant 
‘* unless the property be of such a nature that such a presumption cannot, 
by reason of the nature of the property, be deemed to arise.” There may 
sometimes be property which, though not fettered by any restraint of 
anticipation, is yet absolutely inalienable by a married woman. This was 
instanced in Harrison v. Harrison (36 W. R. 748, 13 P.. D. 180), cited by 
Mathew, J., in Leake v. Drifield. There cannot be read into the words of 
the Act any qualification depending on the intention of the married 
woman at the time of entering into the contract. Evidence of some 
separate property, upon which a married woman could reasonably be 
held to have contracted credit, is the sole criterion.—Counsrn, Willis, 
Q.0., and Marshall Hall ; Blake Odgers; Gill. Souscttors, Prince § Ayres ; 
Eldred § Bignold ; Dutton. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re PALMER—North, J., 8th May. 


Soricrrok anp OLisnt—Oosts—AcGrEgMENT As TO Soxicrror’s RemuNERA- 
TION—VALIDITY—AGRBEMENT BY MortGacor ror Payment or Ramu- 
NERATION TO Morrcacse’s Soxiicrror—Rieut or Ortent TO TAXATION 
AFTER AGREEMENT—Soxicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, s, 8. 


Two questions arose in this case upon the construction and operation of 
section 8 of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. Section 8 provides 
‘* (1) with respect to any business to which the foregoing provisions of 
this Act relate, whether any general order under this Act is in operation 
or not, it shall be competent for a solicitor to make an agreement with his 
client, and for a client to make an agreement with his solicitor, before or 
after or in the course of the transaction of any such business, for the 
remuneration of the solicitor, to such amount and in such manner as the 
solicitor and the client think fit, either by a gross sum, or by commission 
or percentage, or by salary, or otherwiso; and it shall be competent for 
the solicitor to me a from the client, and for the client to give to the 
solicitor, remuneration accordingly. (2) The agreement shall be in 
writing, signed by the pereon to be bound thereby, or by his ageni in that 
behalf. (4) The agreement may be sued and recovered on, or impeached 
and set aside, in the like manner and on the like ds as an agreement 
not relating to the remuneration of a solicitor; and if, under any order 
for taxation of coste, such agreement being relied upon by the :oli- 
citor shall be objected to by the client as unfair or unreasonable, the 
texing master or officer of the court may inquire into the facts and certify 
certificate, it shall appear to the 
court or judge that just cause has been shewn either for cancelling the 

ucing the amount Pg under the same, the court 
or judge shall have power to order such cancellation or reduction, and to 
give all such directions necessary or proper for the purpose of carrying 
such order into effect, or otherwise consequential thereon, as to the court or 
judge may seem fit.’’ Section 3 provides that ‘‘in this Act ‘client’ 
includes any person who as a pon or on behalf of another, or as 
trustee or executor, or in any other capacity, has power, express or im- 
plied, to retain or employ, and retains or employs, or is about to retain or 
employ a solicitor, and any person for the time being liable to pay to a 
itor for his services any costs, remuneration, charges, expenses, or 
disbursements.” The business to which the Act relates is mentioned in 
section 2, and includes ‘‘ business connected with mortgages.’’ The ques- 
tions raised in this case were (1) whether a ar had en 
into an agreement for the payment of od pe lor the mortgagee’s costs 
to pe my solicitor was a “‘o " within the meaning of the 
Act; (2) w , after an agreement had been entered into between a 
solicitor and a client for the remuneration of the former, the client was, 
under section 8 (4), entitled to an order for taxation for the purpose of 
impeaching the . The facts were asfollows. In January, 1884, 
Slater was desirous of borrowing £300 on the security of pened og ing A 
to him, and on the 21st of January he wrote and signed the follow 
ing addressed to Palmer 4 solicitor :—' I hereby request and instruct 
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you to raise, or endeavour to raise, for me the sum of £300, at 10 percent. 
per annum, on the security of all my estate and interest under the will 
and in the property of the late Thos. Symons, and I hereby undertake 
to pay your costs (which I agree at £20, exclusive of — out of pocket) 
incurred and to be incurred in and about doing what is necessary, in 
your opinion, for the purpose of carrying out these instructions.” In 
uance of these instructions Palmer procured an advance of £300 for 
jater on a mortgage of his interest under the will, and Palmer retained 
the £20 out of the money advanced. The £20 included the mortgagee’s costs. 
Palmer acted as solicitor for the mortgagee as well as for the mortgagor. 
Slater took out a summons asking that Palmer might be ordered to 
deliver to the applicant a bill “‘ of all such his fees, charges, or disburse- 
ments as he claims to be due or paid, or as have been deducted by him from 
the applicant, or out of his moneys,’’ and that the bill might be referred 
for taxation. On behalf of the client it was urged, that though, by 
reason of the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee, a mortgagor is liable 
to pay the costs of the m ’s solicitor, the mo is not the 
“client” of the mortgagee’s solicitor, and, consequently, that an agree- 
ment between a mortgagor and the solicitor of the mortgagee in relation 
to the psyment by the mortgagor of the mo ee’s costs was not within 
the Act. Reliance was placed on the difference between the language of 
the Act of 1881 and that of section 38 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, which 
expressly enables a person who is liable to pay, though he is not 
“chargeable”? with, a bill of costs, to obtain an order for its taxation. 
On behalf of the solicitor it was contended that, under section 8 (4), a 
client, who had entered into an agreement within the Act, could not obtain 
an order for taxation merely for the purpose of impeaching and setting 
aside the agreement. 

Norru, J., held that the letter constituted an agreement within the 
Act, and that the applicant was not entitled to the order for which he 
asked. As to the first point, his lordship said that the argument was that 
a mortgagor did not employ the mortgagee’s solicitor, and was not liable 
to pay him, but that his liability was to repay to the mortgagee what he 
hed paid to his solicitor ; and reliance was on the difference between 
the language of the Act of 1881 and that of section 38 of the Solicitors 
Act of 1843, which, it was said, shewed that an agreement made by a 
third party, who was not directly ‘“‘chargeable’’ with costa, was not 
within the Act of 1881. His lordship could not take this view. In his 
opinion the letter was a retainer of the solicitor to act for the mortgagor, 
and an agreement to pay him the amount specified for costs. No doubt 
the sum which was to be paid included the costs of the mortgagee’s 
solicitor, and the mortgagor had no authority to retain a solicitor for the 
mortgagee. The whole thing would have broken down if the mag, 2 
had chosen to employ another solicitor. But it was an authority, 
on the supposition that the mortgagee would be content to have the same 
solicitor act for him, to incur the costs for the mortgagee, and an under- 
taking to pay them. In his lordship’s opinion, the agreement was an 
agreement between a solicitor and his client within the of the 
Act. Then it was said that sub-section 4 of section 8 entitled the client 
to have the costs taxed, notwithstanding the agreement. That sub-section 
provided that such an agreement was to be treated in the same way as if 
it was not an agreeement relating to the remuneration of a solicitor, and 
it went on to provide for the case of the agreement being objected to by 
the client as unfair or unreasonable. But that provision applied only 
when there was an order for taxation of costs, and in the present case 
there was no such order, unless an order were to be made now. Sub- 
section 4 enabled the taxing master, ‘‘ under any order for taxation of 
costs,’’ to deal with the egreement, and to look into it when it was relied 
upon by the solicitor. No attempt had been made in the present case by 
the client to impeach or set aside the agreement, and there was no order 
for texation of costs in existence. If there were such an order, the taxing 
master could Jook into the agreement. But, in his lordship’s opinion, he 
could not make an order for taxation for the purpose of ena) the 
taxing master to inquire into the agreement, or inquire into it himself for 
the purpose of impeaching it.—Counsen, Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., and Farwell ; 
Dunham. Soxscrrors, G. B. Crook; W. B. Palmer. 





Re A SOLICITOR, Fr parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER.—O. A. No. 1., 14th May" 


Soricrron—Arpiication TO Srarke orr Rorts—Souscrrors Act, 1888 (51 
& 52 Vier, oc. 65)—Rvuuzs, Jan. 31, 1889. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord Oole- 
ridge, O.J., and Mathew, J.), reported ante, p. 421. A solicitor, haviog 
become bankrupt, was examined before the official receiver. In the 
os of oot a he made — anpoueete bm pany official 
receiver thought it uty to report to the Incorpora w Society, 
and on which he applied that he should be struck off the rolls. The 
committee of the ety proceeded to hear the case, but an objection 
was taken that the official receiver had no locus standi to make the 
application, and a case was stated for the opinion of the Queen's 
Bench Division. The Divisional Court held that the official receiver might 
proceed with the case, and the solicitor appealed 

Tur Oovar (Lord Eeugr, M.R., and Fay and Lorss, L.JJ.), dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said that the Act of Parliament was 
perfectly plain. It was passed because originally, when there was an 
application to strike a eolicitor off the ro © custom of the court 
if, after partly hearing the application, , A ht there was a case 
to be answered, to request the Incorporated Law ty toappear, This 
Was a most inconvenient course, because the society hed to come in when 
the case was part heard, to get copies of the affidavits, and to instruct 
counsel, To avoid this the Act provided that the application should be to 


it was 


the Incorporated Law Society, who should report upon it to the court. 
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including the official receiver, appeal 
Lorzs, L JJ., concurred.—Counset, Winch 
Hollams ; Muir Mackenzie. Soutcrrors, Long 
son ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


Re ROBSON—North, J., 14th May. 
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Annvat Rent anp Premivum—Soxicrrors’ Ramungrarion Orper, 1881, 
Ecurputz I., Parr II, mr. I, 5. 
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solicitor, however, has not adopted that course, bat insists he is 
entitled to be allowed the £42, the soale fee on the In giving 
this to the solicitor of bringing in a dill, the weston was, Se 
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i.¢., the premium plus the rent. In this case, therefore, the solicitor 
would bave got his full bill of costs under the old system, as altered 
Schedule II., and would have received in addition a scale fee 
calculated on the rent. This view of the case seems to me clearly inad- 
missible. A solicitor must, in my opinion, be paid either according to the 
scale, or, ind dently of the scale, according to the old system as altered 
Schedule Ir, and cannot, in respect of one and the same piece of 
business, be entitled to receive a compound remuneration, made up in 
of a scale charge, and in part of a bill of costs in addition for pro- 
work as distinguished from disbursements. This is not author 
by the Act, or order, or rules, except expressly in one particular case here- 
inafter to, and it would be to some extent giving double re- 
muneration for the same work. This was also, I think, the view which 
Chitty, J., took in Re Hickley and Steward (33 W. R. 320). The question, 
is, whether the solicitor is to be paid (a) by a scale ~— on the rent 
and on the premium ; or (4) phony = agaevap= Ty e old system 
as altered by Schedule II. e falls exactly within rule 5 in Part IT. 
of Schedule I.—viz,, the lease is ‘‘ partly in consideration of a rent and 
pattly of a money payment or premium.”’ That rule provides that in such 
case, ‘‘in addition to the remuneration hereby prescribed in respect of the 
rent, there shall be paid ’’ (not a bill of costs, but) ‘a further sum equal 
to the remuneration on a at a price equal to such money pay- 
ment or ” It does not say that the vendor’s or lessor’s solicitor 
remunerated as if, to this extent, the transaction were a purchase, 
that he is to be remunerated, in the case of a lease or conveyance re- 
¢, by a sum equal to the remuneration on a purchase at a price 
premium—a sum to be ascertained by reference to som g 
Act, to which reference effect must be given if possible. As we 
with the case of a vendor’s or lessor’s solicitor the rule would 
more happily and more accurately expressed if it had referred 
remuneration on a sale instead of on a purchase, but the meaning is 
obvious. Now to what ic the reference here made? Remuneration on 
sales ic or by Part I. of Schedule I. to vendors’ solicitors for three 
1) negotiating a sale by private contract ; (2) conducting a sale by 
auction ; and (3) deducing title to property, and perusing and com- 
conveyance. The first of theee cannot be intended, for it is well 
Re Fuld (29 Ch. D. 608) and later cases that no charge can be 
allowed for negotiations in business coming within Part II. of Schedule I. 
Nor can the second be meant, for there is very little connection between 


i 
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A 
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sales by auction and the matters dealt with in Part II. The reference 
= ce wal dh tos em erg payable to a bared wee 
deducing perusing and completing conveyance. 
it is eaid that, as the scale fee on a purchase (or sale) is not pay- 
able unless the title is deduced as well as the conveyance completed 
(sce Re Lacey, 28 Soxicrrons’ Jovunnat, 123, 25 Ch. D. 301; Newbould v. 
Bailecrd, 33 Soricrrons’ Jounnat, 94, 14 App. Cas. 1), so it cannot be 
allowed on a lease when the business is completed without deducing 
title. But it is clear that the two cases are not assimilated for all pur- 
poses. For instance, on a sale under Part I. a solicitor who negotiates 
the sale, and deduces title and prepares conveyance, receives separate fees 
for each, while a solicitor who tes a conveyance or lease 
under Part II. receives no fee for . Again, the law is estab- 
lished that a lessee is not, in the absence of ¢ contract to that 
effect, entitled to call for his lessor’s title, and such title notorious! 
scarcely ever required, and it would be rather absurd, I think, to hold 
that the provision in rule 5 as to remuneration in of the jum 
had reference only to the very rare cases of leases in which lessor 
has by special contract to deduce his title, and that far the larger number 
of cases, in which leases are granted in consideration in part of a pre 
mium without any title being deduced, are unprovided for by the rule 
In fact, it {s clear that the framers of the rales applicable to Part II of 
Schedule I. bad in mind that title is not ordinarily deduced on grants of 
leases, and that those rules are not confined to on the grant of 
Ss ee ce ne ee ee es tae SS ely 
provides that, where a vendor or lessor an abstract of title, it 
to be for according to the existing system as altered by Schedule 
IL, and Bt hag eee tage 9 aye A neta Bere rn ad 
s bill of costs in addition to scale fees. It is obvious that this charge 
in addition to, and not im leu 


furnished (which is part of the deduction of title) is to have something more, 
in my opinion, quite inconsistent with the contention that, if title is not 
any 


8 further som equal to the remuneration on a purchase at a price ual 
to the premium,” was intended to avoid the of the table show- 
ing the rate or scale of remuneration, as there had been a refer- 
ence to it mutatis mutandis, and was not meant to narrow its application to 
SOE eee auiate asneh oh Tatas ub 0 goeeiins fooms 
its operation. Under circumstances I have come to the conclusion 
that the solicitor is entitled to the £56 which he claims for remuneration, 
and the matter must go back to the taxing master to review 

Bee en ee Gh nein Comm, Vernon R, 
bwith ; kwinfm Eady. Gorscrrons, J. £. 5 Hast 
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SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR THREE 
YEARS. 


May 13.—Rozerr Scorr Horrzr (Newcastle-on-Tyne). 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Ohancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors 
present were—Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Ootton, G. Burrow 
Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), F. Marton Hull (Liverpool), J. H. 
Kays, F. P. Morrell (Oxford), R Pennington, Richard Pidcock (Woolwich), 
Henry Rorcoe, R. W. Tweedie, F. J. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £250 was distributed in grants of relief, twenty-one new mem- 
bers were admitted to the association, and other general business wae 
transacted. 





UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


The fifty-eighth anniversary festival of this association was held on 
Wednesday evening at the Oannon-street Hotel, Lord Coiznipes in the 
chair, and among the guests being the Right Hon. J. W. Mellor, Q.0., 
Mr. A. Cohen, Q.C., Mr. W. Ambrose, Q.C., M P., Mr. T. Wheeler, Q.C., 
Mr. Sidney Woolf, Q.C., Mr. W. Graham, Mr. Outler, Mr. Houghton, 
Mr, Marshall, Mr. Bolton, M.P., Mr. G. Lewis, Dr. Thomson, and Mr. R. 
Hardy. The usual loyal toasts having been duly honoured, 

The Cuareman proposed “‘ Prosperity to the United Law Clerks’ Society.” 
He said it. was nineteen years since he had presided at a similar gathering, 
and he was to see that the hopes then expressed had been exceeded 
in their f t. It was said that these societies discouraged thrift, but 
he believed that the habit of thrift engendered in those who joined them 
_ the _ my on them in os oo Po “5 speak ck 
long gone by w it was necessary upon defence in s g of 
a society like that of the Law Olerks. All lawyers, whether barristers or 
solicitors, knew how much they owed to their clerks, and knew how much 
also those clerks justified the trust reposed in them. He had heard 
something about an ee amongst law clerks for appealing to the 
country for compensa for reduced fees. But knowing a good deal 
about Chancellors of the Exchequer and my Lords of the Treasury, he 
should be exceedingly surprised—indeed, if he were in his grave it would 
almost call him back—were he to hear of a proposal for compensation to 
barristers’ and solicitors’ clerks being presented as an estimate by any 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. Before sitting down, the Lora Oxnrer 
Justicz announced the receipt of several donations, including 50 guineas 
from Lord Field and 25 guineas from Mr. George Lewis. Subscriptions 
to the amount of £400 were announced. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Trinity Vacation, 1890. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Trinity Vacation. 

During Trinity Vacation :—All applications which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the Hon. Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams. 

Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams will act as vacation judge from 
Saturday, May 24, to Monday, June 2, both days inclusive. His lordship 
will sit in Queen’s Bench judges’ chambers on Wednesday, May 28, and 
Friday, nay ©. On other days, within the above period, applications 
in urgent chancery matters may be made to his lordship at No, 7, King's 
Bench Walk, Temple, 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post, or parcel, erngeee,, encemacneed by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the app , and also by a minute, on a 
sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the ap t entitled to, and an envelope ——— of receiving the papers, 
and as follows :—‘‘ Chancery O Letter; To the oo 
Pied mag 3 Dd Registrars’ Ohambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 

, Ww. 

On ee for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 





za. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Jamas Dove Wurreuzan, solicitor, of Pickering, has been appointed 
Coroner for the Pickering District of the North Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. 
Whitehead was admitted a solicitor in 1869, 


Mr. Joun Prsype1tt, Wiit0w Harzs, solicitor (of the firm of Haines & 
Sumner), of Gloucestershire, has been ted County Treasurer for 
Gloucester . Mr. Haines was adm a@ solicitor in 1874, 


Mr. Henny Orement Oasuer, solicitor, of Ipswich and Aldeburgh, has 
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been appointed Olerk to the Ipswich Dock Oommissioners, in succession to 
his partner, the late Mr. Peter Bartholomew Long. Mr. Oasley had been 


for ceveral years assistant-clerk to the commissioners. He was admitted a 


solicitor in 1875, and he is also town clerk of , and secretary 
and solicitor to the Ipswich Chamber of Commerce and Shipping. 


Mr. Joun Frepericx Coors, solicitor, of Henley-on-Thames, 
sppointed Registrar of the Henley County Court (Gircuit No. 37), in 
succession to the late Mr. Nicholas Mercer. Mr. Oooper is the son of Mr. 
John Cooper, town clerk of Henley. He was admitted a solicitor in 1879, 
and he is clerk (jointly with his father) to the county magistrates and the 
commissioners of taxes. 

Mr. Gzorce Burrizer Kennett, solicitor and notary, deputy town clerk 
of Norwich, has been elected Town Clerk of that city, in succession to the 
late Mr. Henry Blake Miller. Mr. Kennett was admitted a solicitor in 
1864. He is also clerk to the city magistrates. 

Mr. Anprew Rozrvson, solicitor, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Epwarp Watxszr Ooren, solicitor and notary, of Gloucester, has 
been appointed by the High Sheriff of Gloucestershire (Mr. James Roberts 
West) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Coren was admitted a solicitor in 1862. He is coroner for the Upper 
Division of Gloucestershire, and registrar of the archdeaconry of Glou- 
ceater. 

Mr. Ricuarp Enr1z1p, solicitor, of N my eee has been cupetee by 
the High Sheriff of Nottinghamshire (Mr. Charles Seeley) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Enfield was admitted a 
solicitor in 1841. 


Mr. Wit11aM Youne, barrister, Judicial Commissioner of Oudh, who has 
been appointed to act as a Judge of the High Oourt at Allahabad, is the 
eldest son of the Rev. John Young. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1873. 


Mr. Oxartzs Henry Hitt, barrister, who has been appointed to act as a 
Judge of the High Court at Calcutta, is the third son of Mr. John Hill, of 
Dublin. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 
1872. He has been for some time public prosecutor for the North-West 
Provinces of India. 


Mr. Epwarp Owen Lancuam, solicitor, of Eastbourne and Uckfield, 
has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Sussex (Mr. Robert Thornton) 
to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr Langham 
is the son of Mr. James George Langham, solicitor. He was admitted in 
1879, 


Mr. Georcs Arriesy Jznxtns, solicitor and notary, of Penryn and 
Truro, has been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the East Kerrier 
Division of the county of Oornwall. Mr. Jenkins was admitted « solicitor 
in 1857. He is town clerk of Penryn, clerk to the borough megistrates, 
clerk to the Falmouth District Highway Board, and official receiver in 
bankruptcy for the Truro District. 


Mr. Joun Recinaup Symonpa, solicitor, of Hereford, has been appointed 
by the High Sheriff of Herefordshire (Lieut.-Colonel Robert Browne) to 
be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Symonds is 
the son of Mr. James Frederick Symonds, solicitor, clerk of the peace for 
Herefordshire. He was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Witu14M Newron, barrister, has been appointed a Queen’s Counsel 
for the colony of Mauritius. Mr. Newton is the son of Mr. William 
Newton, of Mauritius. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1863. 


Mr. Gzorcz Jacauzs Marre Guinert, barrister, has been appointed a 
Queen’s Counsel for the colony of Mauritius. Mr. Guibert was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1264. 


Mr. Tuomas Lams, solicitor (of the firm of Todd, Denres, & Lamb) 
of 22, Chancery-lane, London, and Southend, Essex, has been appointed 
& Commiesioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
DrssoLurion. 

Ricnarp Arruur Biacpsn and Ernast Water Gresnwoon, solicitors 
(Blegden & Greenwood), Littlehampton and Ohichester. March 1. The 
said Richard Arthur Blagden will continue to practice at Littlehampton, 
and the said Ernest Walter Greenwood will continue to practice at 
Chichester. (Gazette, May 9. 


GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Denman, in charging the grand jury at Leeds Assizes on the 
12th inst., made special reference to the question of the severity or other- 
wise of sentences on criminalse—a subject, he said, on which he 
noticed a great difference of opinion. All he could say about the severity 
or lightness of sentences was that this was one of the most diffioult matters 
judges had to deal with. He had been for upwards of seventeen on 
the bench, and during that time had always had a colleague with whom 
he had the opportunity of talking about the sentences to be inflicted, and 
he had seldom if ever found a difference of opinion. Within certain 
limits it had always been easy to arrive at a conclusion what was the t 
thing to do. Sometimes it happened that when judges went round the 
country single-handed there was a difference. The to administer 

nishment might, he held ied tg up if the only followed was 

he quixotic one of trying to reform every criminal. A main object was 
to prevent the repetition of crime, and persons whodepended upon crime for 
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could not be come to.”’ deputation then withdrew. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICAURE, 
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. Pemberton Mr. Farmer 
Ward Rolt 

Pemberton Farmer 
Ward Rolt 
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The Whitsun Vacation will commence on > hy he hee 
terminate on Tuesday, the 27th day of May, 1999, both days 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, May 9, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LOOTED In CHANCERY. 


1H 


ORKMAN Pusiic Hovss Oo, Luarrep—Creditors are 
or 


i 


Brabner & Court, 10, Cook st, Liverpool, 


“Huadsen pee lame cae ee eee 
Congesa, Uanow eee Oy, Lasse % say Wan order, dated May 1, sp: 


dator 
Dramatic Oprnton, LIMITED. J, beg Saod, , May @, at 12, at 


ee? aor 


Be cae eehsene kieeame teens tease 
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Nsw TRADING CoMPANY OF LONDON, LIMITED J, has 

fixed 22, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an Stet tigate. 

Norra Suretps Ice Co, Liamrrep- on or before 28, 
names and 


os and the Sr of their debts or 
ration Kish Quay, North Shields Kidd, North 


Cement Co, Luwrrep—By an order made by North, J, 
dated April 26, it was ordered that the company be wound up Chinery & Co, 
Gracechurch st, solors for company and Lome 
send their i oeeecae ant tae setdedinn at tale tate 
names an S, an e ti o: e or 
claims, to Charles Francis Feat, 16, Philpot lan lane 
THe MANCHESTER — THEATRE Co, LIxrEp—Oreditors are required, on 
or before May 27, to send their names and addresses, and ihe yastinsians of 
their debts or claims, to to Thomas Pilling, 2, Clarence bldngs, Booth st, Man- 


CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
In CHANCERY. 
CirraERor JUBILEE Mitt Co. Lurrrep—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an eter 
pap hg William Porter, King st, Blackburn, to be offi 

Creditors are required, on or before June 6, to send their oo 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to the above 
Fay ~ oe June 19, at eleven, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
andclaims No creditor = attend unless notice has been given to 

le orke or her tv attend such appointmen 


FRIENDLY = ow ll DISSOLVED. 
om PRIDE OF THE pox. Anctame ORDER OF ForESTERS, New Inn, Aislaby, 


York 

: FRIENDLY TEMPERANCE Buriat Society, Schoolroom, 
weesine Warminster, Wilts May7 
FREE By Frienpty Socrery, Wellington 


oY Lancas' 
Naw ry uneneyr _ AND BURIAL , Primitive Methodist &choo), 
— Price a em Soorety, Townhall, Wellington, Somerset 


London Gaszette.—TUESDAY, May 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN Ouanoanr. 
Counties ConsTITUTIONAL MaGazIng SYxp EB, Liwrrep—Peto for winding 


Oe ed Mey 12, directed to be heard before Stirling, J.,on June7 Morse 
SURBAL Mexminrions StwpIcaTE. 
GENERAL SYNDICATE, | Li 


are required, on or 

before June 4, to send theirnames and addresses culara of their debts 

ey for hearin: o Ajudicating © : debts poy ay ee 
a e and 

Gammnas Lon, Bi BUILDING, AND Ix , LIMITED —By an 

yo Gated ‘= ¢ 26, it was ordered that the voluntary 

be continued ened. Old Jewry, solor for petner 

Lu«trep—Peta for winding up, presen May 

mao to te Biers 00, Tanerra> on June? Hoare, loorgate st, solor 


Saver Puncamune Co, Lanrre 

pave $ Rp me 2 aad te wateies a of their debts cr claims, 

Charles James Gingieton, 6. Maple ina, Holoorn Monday, June 16, at 12, is 

ae adjudicating on the debts and claims 

send their names and addresses d the particulars wey Be pty 

an eir debts or claims, 

os Se 5, Olarence bidgs, Booth st, Manchester Weston & Co, 
CatTLtzE PLAGUE mprvae 


for liquidator 
# Co, LimiTep—By an 
—y 4 yy TE 
& Turner, Bedf 
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3, it was coaered that the company be 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last DaY oF CLarm™. 
London Gasette.—' Se og May 6. 
Samuvet, Allerton Bywater, Yorks, Farmer. 
BAtztagp, Votast VasHon, Southsea, Hants, Esq. July 1. Godden & Co, Old 


Beavcwamr. Geanviiz Pernim, Santa Monica, California, Esq. June 24. 
Radcliffes & Cator, Cra 
Boougs, Asma, ‘Freailian ra, Techan® Hit rd. June 16. Rilsby, College 


of ee Railway Contractor. May 31. Percival & 
CtraRx, Jous, Shorne Hidgway, Kent, Gent. May 31. Stephens & Son, Chatham 
Onowruen, James, Rotherham, Yorks, Gent. July 1. Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
Ounsincuam, Etizaneru, Chatham. May 31. Stephens & Son, Chatham 

Duax, Ricuand, Preston, Painter. May 31. W.& J. Cooper, Preston 


on or before June 9, to | 


row, agents for Beale, Worcester, solor | WHITAK 


Eastwoop. Sree DBEROWE, Waterhill and So Brid, 

Tow. = | Wetendy werby Bridge, Halifax, 

FLEMING, J oo Hepeentia ox on Tyne, Solicitor. July 1. Chartres & Youll, New: 
castle on 


Gun- grag p eae Frances ELLEN, Hyéres (Var), France. June 1, 


HARBISON, JANE ELIZABETH. Heaton Park, ¥ Manchester. May 31, Joe Oooke 

and J. & es. Hibbert & aa at 

HAYTER, RGE WILLIAM ALBERT, Win: ~~ Wheatly £ Oo, New 
Gordon & Co, 


June 17, 
inn, Strand 
ERSON, WILLIAM, Bradford, Stuff Merchant. June 16. 
Bradford 
, Henry RIVETT MANDAVILLE VAN, Tunbridge Wells, Retired 
Maj.-Gen. H.M.' i Army. May 31. Hole & Peard, Bideford 
Hoare, EDWARD, Wendover, Bucks, Gent. June 15. Flux & Leadbitter, 
HuaGo, JOHN EDMUND, Addle st, Wood st, Chemist. June 7. een 
Gresham st 


INGHAM, Sir pe TAYLOR, Gloucester sq, Hyde pk. Knt., Chief Magistrate of 

yh wk boo of the Metropolis. June 4. Darley & Cumberland, John 
st, ‘ord 

JARRETT, GEORGE, Margate, Coal Merchant. June 14, Boys, Margate 

KENDALL, HENRY, Lee, Kent. July 3. Godden, Lime st 

KENNETT, RICHARD BARLOW, Blackfriara rd, Gent. June 24. 8. M. & J. B, 
Benson, Clement’sinn 

a —_ ~— Trafford, nr Manchester, Law Stationer. July1. Earle & 


MACKINTOSH, _~ 7 Westminster aie, Victoria st, Civil Engineer. 
June 9. Rowcliffe & Co, Bedford ro 
May, Joun, Rectory rd, Stoke N oulngten, Hatter. Juneié6, Greig, Fenchurch st 


MEDLEY, JOHN | Revane, Hill rd, Abbey rd, 8t John’s Wood, Gent. June 9. 
Badham & William 





8, Salter’s Hall ct, Cannon st 
mae, Fi eo Brampton, nr Chesterfield, Esq. July 1. Shipton & Co, 
NEWTON, JANE, Liverpool. June 7. Watkins, Liverpool 
PACKMAN, ANNE HILBERT, Tupton Hall, or Chesterfield. July 1. Shipton & Co, 
Chesterfiel 


d 
PEARCE, SUSAN, Plymouth. July 31. Whiteford & Bennett, Plymouth 
Founavar, RAR, Henry, Monte Carlo, May 26. Wordsworth & Co, Thread- 
eedle s 


bat 
Porter, THomas, Kippax, Yorks, Farmer. June 23. Phillips, Castleford 
Pann, Devs. Birmingham, formerly Fish Salesman. June7. Balden & Son, 


nogham 
PURNELL, Hexay ALBERT, Cheltenham, Chemist. Smiles, Bedford 


Rugvs, Evizabere, Viaduct 1d, Brighton, May 24. Keen & Oo, Knightrider st 
ROTHWELL, CHARLES, Bolton, Surgeon. June 30. Holden & Holden, Bolton 
SHEPHERD, HENRY AUSTIN, Chelston, Torquay, Esq. June 24. Lindop, Torqu+y 
SPENCER, JAMES, Windsor, Carver. June 24, Durant, Windsor 

STePHens, WILLIAM, Presteign, Radnor, Solicitor, June 24, Wood, Rhayader 
ier ~" JouN, Whittington, Derby, Auctioneer. July 1. Shipton & Co, Ches- 


TAYLOR, BARBARA, Mortimer, Hants. June 24. Hewett, Reading 
THORNTON, BENJAMIN, Idle, Yorks. Junei2. Gordon & Co, Bradford 


| ToLLEMACHE, Hon and Rev Huau a FRANCIs, Harrington, Northampton, Clerk. 
June10. Lamb & Co, Kette ring 
WACKEEBABTS, JOHN HENRY, Leadenhall,st, Ship Broker. June 24. Arm. 


strong, 

“4 Sand Horton, Bucks, Gent. June 12. W H Waller & Son, 
Duke st, Adelphi 
bade =~ 4 Davin, Armley, Leeds, Forgeman, June 10. Cousins & Cousins, 
| | Waequeses, Smonas Bury, yaa rd, West Norwood, Gent, 


& Lamb, Ol 
| WILMER, ANN, tatyn, Flints. June 2. Challinor, Manchester 


_ YatTs, CHARLES ALLIX, late Rector of Uppingham. May 14. Dix, Newcastle 
u e 
Yousts, A ANNE, Bath. June 30. Chesterman, Bath 





June 14, 


June 14. 


June 23. Phillips, | 








If the house in which you live is going to be sold over your head, why not 
Fevand certain it? Don’t or your business by taking the purchase-money out of 
rrow the pap A with the deans of having it called in 

t at tne, Get a hberal and cheap advance from the TaMPERANCE 
@ Socrery, 4, Li te-hill, E.C. Full particulars free by 


an inconv 
| 
post.—[ ADVT.] 


WAENING TO INTENDING HousE PurcHasrrs & LESSEES.—Before Poy an expe or 
a house have theSanitary examined by an expert 


y arrangemen’ 
from Sanitary Bogineering & Ventilation Oo., 65, osite Town Hall. 
ae ee Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Oftives, 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Coaswett, J. M., sen, 


Croydon Pet March % Ord May 


Petersfield, Hants, Stone- 
Mason, Porton Pet April ii Ord April 4 _ 


a erent, Lies’ Vieeuaiies 


Bes 6 rd May 5 Pet May 


we May 5 
Py: Joun Fees, the 


George, Leatherhead. 
Croydon "Pet April 25 et Hee § pe 
Publican High Court pe Apr 7 Ord Dad May | Buanive, Warren Bensamin Joszrn, the Bur- 


CRANSTON, Manchester Pet abril 3 


GRAVES. Leicester Boot - wemeemaens Leices- 


ter Pet May7 Ord M Heys 
Haworort, ILLIAM, ceshoonah Bridge, or 
Barnsley t May 5 Ord 


parusley, Grocer 


Purley, peeey, Builder 
A Plumber 


Travelling; * ve igandes, Oilman Barnet Pet May 7 
a 
nord May f ber | Hoan, Jauns ROBERT Boren, Ipswich, Grocer 
Ord “es Ipswich Pet a 8 5 Ond y 8 
| Hoxous, ALBERT STE rama, Biatlon rd rd. Bearow, 


0, Coral Builder 


St 
Truro Pet April2 Ord May Hoox, Gzonox SAMUBL cnn tonteo- 
neat ry Fos, Frevexicx Hewry A fLvEep, lose Commercial | ham, Pantomimist Birmingham Pet May 7 
ewer Lemon, Liverpool rd rd High Court Pet May1 Ord May 7 |, Ord May 7 
Coachtuilder High Court Pet Mayé Frank apeustane, Yanse emAme, Heave st, pe | Brot yest, Provision Dealer York Pet 
Hare, Minrow 7 Ord May 7 2! ts, Pagueat Snow, Igemiagton, Grocer 


ay 608d May 


Se Ble “Palas 


Bernier. Barrey, Joiner Kingston outa’ pte & 


Dh 


Caster 
is, Peozance, Batcher Truro | , ee 
Burarr, a — AM rd, Chairmaker High lt... © Nottohers the 
Court 7 Ord May7 


Gaui ANTIUe, and Walter Merny Frankton 


civerhampton Pet pet May 5 oe 


L. Te Ord May 
igyaep ” Sarpeavx, Wia- 
Winchester Pet May 56 
Dealer 


N ~% eg Moser | Sas, deh RL SH ra, St John’s Wood, 


Court Pet “nurrisaonp, toms 
or, zobaceen 


Devon, 


Pet May 6 Ord 


HARGRAVES, Samuel, an and Many At 


‘i ceteeietl |= 


A 


cher ieel ivi 


ee 





J0, 

— 
falifax, 
» New: 
fune 1, 
Cooke 
», New 
& Co, 
vetired 
bitter, 
Tm3n, 


ate of 
, John 


r J. B, 
larle & 
zineer, 


irch st 
ane 9, 


& Co, 
| & Co, 
bread- 


& Son, 
edford 


ider st 
on 
rqu iy 


yader 
Ches- 


Clerk, 


; Son, 
usins, 


ne 14, 


castle 


y not 
ut of 
led in 
LANCE 
"ee by 


ing or 
xpert 


ices, 


eices” 
>, or 
Ord 
Bur- 
lay 7 
trocer 
rrow, 


ming- 
lay 7 


Pet 
rocer 


Win- 
lay 6 


food, 
Ord 
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m Dorking, Surrey, Draper Oroydon 
Pet wees ‘Ord May 
JOHN 
Liv 
Y, BENNB ber 
Merchants nie. High Court Pet April i Ord 
Loaps, HERBERT WALTER, Parliament Hill _rd, 
Hampstead, Boot Man + he Manager High 
Court Pet May6 Ord May 
LOCHHEAD, WILLIAM KERR, Grin ley on the Hill, 
Notts, Physician Lincoln et May 5 Ord 


Hewry, Trawden, —E Coen Waste 
Bleacher | Bu Baral Pet "May6 O = are 
-, Plumber righton 


HARLES, gs Southport, Plumber Liverpool 
Pet se 15 Ord May7 


m8, HUBERT CHARLES, Burton on Trent, 
Builder Burton on Trent Pet April 29 ord 


April £0 
Squires Mount 


MITCHELSON, HENRY, . Ham 
stead Heath, late "Bank Clerk High jourt Pet 
a 


Mayé Ord 6 

= he ” BN Gainsborough, Joiner Lincoln Pet 

ri 

PEBRONS, JOSEPH Y Basford, Notts, Fish Hawker 
Nottingham Pet May 5’ Ord May 5 

RAmssrtO JOSEPH, ndee, Ne Mon, 
aroeer Newport, Mon Pet ay 7 Ord 
a 

REYNOLDS Tuomas, Kidwelly, ei! “re 
Draper Carmarthen Pet May7 Ord May 


SALTERN, WILLIAM Seay, yas Groser East 
Stonehouse Pet May7 Ord May 
apes, reat Tower st 


ScHAFER, JACOB WILLIAM 
High Goan Pet April18 Ord Ma: zi 
AMES, Ashley, or Wilts, Builder Bath 
Pet May 5| Ord Ma 
SUMMERS, GEORGE, Gt ermouth, Preane Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet April26 Ord M 
RoBertT, Weads N ook - Carlisle, Tailor 
Carlisle Pet May 7 Ord May 7 
TuHoRPE, GEORGE, Kiogston upon Hulk, Builder 
ton upon Hull Pet Mayé Ord May 6 
;aEED, Séverpod, Boot Dealer Liverpool 


Wah RICHARD. Staflowa rd, Upton Peak, Builder 
h Court +o et May 6 Ord Ma: ay7 

saeian CHARD, Glastonbury, Somerset, 

Farmer Wells Pet May 6 Ord May 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apams, GEORGE THOMAS, Milton, nr Lymington. 
a May 28 at 11 Off Rec, 4, 
East st, Southampto 
ALDRIDGE, ANTHONY, Petersfield, Stonemason June 
2at3.80 166, Queen st, Po! rtaea 
ER, JAMES, Canterbury, Licensed Victualler 
May. 2iat3 Off Rec, 6, Castile st, Canterbury 
MBE, BENJAMIN RED, Denmark terr, 
thall green, Grocer May 16 at3 95, Temple 
‘emple avenue 
ATHAN, Stoke upon Trent, Builder May 
16 at 4 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon 


BLACKBUBN, HENRY, Milnrow, Rochdale, Flannel 
Manufacturer May 20 at 11.15 Townhall, Roch- 


Bons, Guoxon RoBERT, and EpwarRD Myazt, Wood 
st, Straw Bonnet Warehousemen May 30 at 12 


re at Lancoln’s 

. ILLIAM, Aarichoster, Quarry 
Owner Ma 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge st, 


ester 
ER, ELIzZa Jane Penzance, Butcher May 17 
ati2 Off Reo, Boscawen st, Truro 
BUTTSRFIELD, ANN, Liverpool, Draper May 22 at 3 
Off Rec Rec 35, Victoria st, at, Liverpool 
CARTMAN, paws, Ba op, Yorks, Baker May 16 at 
11.80 Railw , Northail rthallerton 
Davis, WILLIAM. ian Licensed Victualler May 
2iat4 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbur: 
EDWARDS, FRED, Gil lingham, Dorset, Plumber May 
19 at 12. “on = ite, Sal alisbur 3 
AIRHURST, W. i ee ~~ pe May 19 at 


2.16 Lane Ends Hotes, 


UstEe, Sook, Grocer 
May 16 at 12 Of Reo, Ipswi 
mooems, ay eh eg Sort Boot , ene May 20 at 


Hors, Hany, ¥ ore Preeiion Dealer May 16 at 
9 ork 
Busser. RoBERT RICHARD Tm} Win- 


» Tobacconist May 23 at 230 Off Reo, 4, 

Bast at, Southampton 
HUTcsINGs, SAMUED. Halberton, Devon, Dealer 
May 20 at 11 Off Reo, 13, Bedford cirous, 


ixeter 
JaRDINE, Davin MoMrcHagt, Blackburn, Travelling 
ad May 20 at 4 County Court House, Black- 


Jonze, 1 BENJAMIN WILLIAM, Neath, Glam, Grocer 
May 19 at 12 Off Reo, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 
LANDQUIET, JUSTUS FSRDINAND, Mark lane, Uom- 

= , Agent May 20at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
coln’s 
Lang, ANDREW, Hanle or Wiltem, Woros, Blacksmith 
May 16 ab 9,15 ooper & Weston, Solicitors, 
Kidderminster 


City rd, Sur 
May 20 at 2.30 Poe st, Linooin’s inn fields 

formerly Builder May 
4 36, lotorie s verpool 
Bulldor “May 10 at 290 Midland Hotel Station 
er May i9 a and Ho' on 
st, Burton on Trent 





1. at 12.80 Off aG rar lane, Leicester 
Ont May 22 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
ATHAN, HenRY, Cen Meat Market. Smithfield, 
bldnes, Portugal et sin’s ian fields 
PARKER, J. Broker May 


Ni Mon, 
and ee no | aes 


Sandwich, 
12 Bankruptcy bidngs, 
ton, retired Stock 
oe ee, bidgs, Lin- 
Swansea, note Fruiterer May 19 
Off Reo. 97, Oxford st, Swansea s 
sesene, Jeune, Halfmoon st, Pi 
19at11_ 33, st, Linsoln’s inn fields 


Surron, W: OsEPH, Iiford, Essex. Oilman 
May esse at 2.30 — Carey st. Lincoln’s inn fields 


THOMAS, erthyr r May 2 
ati12 Off Rec. Merthyr Ty: - 
VASSALI, JAMES ANTHONY, h, Jeweller 

May 19 at 11.30 74, st, Scar- 


Wicarins, DANIEL, Fritwell, Oxon, Baker May 17 at 
Oxford 


12 1,8t ty 
Cheitenhan, —~ ool May 20 at 
4.15 County Court Bldgs, Cheltenh 
WILLIAMS, BENJAMIN, Skewen, Glam, Coal Trimmer 
w May 19 at 2.30 Of ieee, Oxtord st, opens 
ILLIAMS, EPHRAIM erthyr urer 
20at11 Off Rec, Merthyr Tyan dfil 
The following amended n are substituted for 
those published in the Londen Gazette of May 6. 
— ALBERT, Bournemouth, Corn ~ 5 900 soe 
Clerk May 14 at 3 a ie ey . 
ILCH, ARTHU: orwi Builder May 17 at 11.30 
Ott Ree, B iting st, Norwich 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
a W) Tronfounder Liver- 
Rec Ord Sept 15, 1888 Resc May 7 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Butcher Leeds Pet May 


Ni ewbvroug 





atidale Flannel 

Ord May 6 

. Painter 
gia Pet re ‘Ord Ma: 


B aheber Truro 
oe bat ay & 
ROCK, HENRY BLAKE, late of Batetet, Solicitor 
ristol Pet Aprili2 Ord M 
Bryant, Tomas, Ourtain aker High 
Court Pet May7 Ord May7 
‘ottenham co 


A, man st, Oxford t, Boot- 
Court , Mays Ord M 


¥ NEWMAN GRoOvEs, Chapel 
Dealer in =a Materials High QOourt 








Gouiectener ‘High ae Pet Mer 3 Ord 
Demat, Plumber 


ILLIAM Peet the Mays Willenhall, 
Pet May 


UNTINGFORD, ARD PRIDBAUX, Win. 
chester, a Tobascentes Winchester Pet May 5 
Ord May 6 


Pet 
~ =I Tex 
leo! High ci mye 
xoft fod ——, ee etchant 
TILLEY, HENRY, 


Merchant 
Lo mat Wag 
ew Court Pet Wi ¢ Ord ys 
RA on the 
No > en Linoola . May 6 0 
ny, 3 Bo" Okd Alay gn Baker Poole Pet 





nose OL Mears 
Nn Se Gal HS Fee oe 


May5 Ord May5 
J Basford, Fish wker 
es ~ B~~ Bot May's ons 5 - 
BARGE, Soe n «  eangaed 


eo hy Peete Neve 
ii, arest™ ~~ 4a 
nopmis, @insit tow a 
Pet May? Ord 
wit saien tit High Court Pet 
. Baker Leicester Pet 


April 38 Ord May 6 
JAMES, ArTHus Trevor Ropeers. 
General Carriers Cardiff Pet May 2 


3 
BERT, Weads Ni lor 
fonts 3 ook, ae Cantata, Sal 
mie 


Ord 
THOMP=ON, 


Vv. se Sos Scarborough, Jeweller 
Scarborough Pet rr Ord May 7 Waits 

ae, s ; Baker Oxf 
Pet April 30 Ord May 5 — _ 
Youne, Stuart, The First Avenue Hotel, Hol- 
Esq High Court Pet 1889 Ord 


London Gasetie.—TUESDAY, May 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Chemist Leeds Pet 


Leeds "Pet May 9 5 ee — 
and RICHARD 
Spoons Joiners 
nore, Taoxas Hkaunt, Clay “Grdes, Derbyshire, 
Baker, Pet April 2s Ord May 7 
cen eS Pot May 0 Or. 9 
Pet April 25 May 9 





scat dame, Free Lavon, Coon Waste | 








4 
: 
i 
I 
t 
i 
i 
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baby. — ty Bae, Fortepetie re. 5 , Tripe Seller High | 


and Mary JANE, 

n= ee Tm Groce Barnsley 

hes ~y ha, Spaneck. Stats Butcher Walsall | 
5 tA gsc 


Tek notice is substituted for 
castes Dablished ia the London Ganette, May 2 
Ome Apel 20 


a Coachbuilder * Poole 
April 30 
FIRST as. 
Bearpor, Wmi1am Hesry Lenpon, Liverpool rd 
amma 3 May 23 at 2.30 33, Carey 
BowxkeETt, ERT, Birmingham, Painter 
Reown ewan oo Architect May 30 at 
11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn es 
CRANSTON, - Travelling 


Decers, Guorce Paice, and THomas BENJAMIN 
Farmers May 23 at 2 


Domrz, Grovars!, Wardour st, Oxford st, Provision 


33 at 12 bldga, 
x May es Bankruptcy bldgs 
Farmer May 21 


of Beerhouse May 71 at 12) Of Bank 


Azgruve, Ackworth, Yorks, Journeyman 
May@atit Off Ree, Bond terrace, 


ur Briericy 


bill, 
eae ee" May 2 at 215 Thos 


rd, Boot Manu- 

yy Aomamaxe Davin. Hankey rd st, Lincoin’s 

Bradford, Tobacconist May 7 at 11 
if — 24 Manor row, Braitori 

Most, Sauvex ee See Say 2 
* Highway, 


ai 
Bailder 
av 


Of Rec, 
Wrz Peex, 
Mem ets %, Temple chambres, Temple avenue 
Mivess, Jscoe. Gouthecs, Traveller Junezati 1%, 
Queer ot, Portecs 


i 


20 at 2.30 Git Ras On Ogden’s chbrs, | 


| OwEn, Silloth, Cum! poet Ki 
May a atis” 12, Lonsdale et, sims 
P. LEONARD, and HENBY res letee of Deritend, 
Brass Tube Menufacturers May 23 


P 4 p wedag Laie — B 

‘ANE, ¥ rass | 
Tube Manufacturer May 23 at 11 25, Colmore 

| row. 


Seuieghan 
PERRONS, JOSEPH, Basford. Notts, Fish Hawker | 
A 20 at 12 Off Rec, St. Peter’s Church walk, | 


Not 
pas. THomas, Kidw 


f Reo tt Quay et Gas: | 
Dra # May 20 at 11 Off 11, Quay st, Car- 


ROwnraEe, Wr114u Lirritz, Howden, Yorks, late 
Printer er May 22 at 11.0 Off Rec, Trinity House 


SMITH, JAMES, Ashley, Box, Wilts, Builier May 22 
atii Th Abbey st Bath 
0 James, and ARTHUR TREVOR ROBERTS. 


Ree, 29, Queen 
Taompson, ROBERT 
May 23 at 12 12. Lonsdale s 


THORPE, GEORGE. n Hull, Builder May | 
@atii Off Rec. ag th Frouse lane, Hull 
V oot, Henry Cuas_zs, Turin at Bathe thal 


Green rd, | 
Baker May 28 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 


Carey 8 inn fields 
WHELLER, RICHARD, Glastonbury, Farmer May 21 
ati2 Off Rec. Bank chmbrs, Bristol 


Watuis. H. E, Holborn circus May 22 at 12 33, | 
Lincoln’ j 


Waricut, Joun, Canovoct, Staffs, Butcher June 11 
Rec, Walsall } 


at 10.45 Off 
ADJU DICATIONS. 
ATErNsON, Henry, Southwick, Durham, pies 
— Sunderland Pet March 22 Ord 


Bray, 7, Roseer, H Holme, Sfnen, Farmer Gt Grimsby 
May8 Ord May 
‘CHAED 


we Ord May 9 
om, Peres. Ge Sarrey, Builder Croy- 


Sarte , Plumber 
May 1 . 


5 gate 
Pet April 18 Ord May 9 
Manch 


factieder’ Pot Apa a 
Travelling Draper Manchester Pet April 23 


Ord May 8 

Crorr, THOMAS Hawey, Olsy Cross, i ay 
Baker Chesterfield Pet Poril 22 ot pas 

Curtis, WILLIAM, Bricliayer | 


Howozx, Rapa. Southport,Grocer Liverpool Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 
, Gzorce EMANUEL 
ham, P 
Ord 
Horr, Jo Jous, Norwich, Confectioner Nor- 
wich Pet March 31 ‘Gri May 3 
Jax, (, » Herefordshire. Goat, Mer- 
Hereford Pet March is O y 9 
Jouzs, Joum Epwaxzp, me Giam, Grocer 
Neath Pet Mays Ord May 
Jom, Jou™ Mamcuamnr, Wells, ) Manager 


— ev A Armley, leeds, Pris 
UGUSTU f 
Leeds Pet i 


Samvet Lvrino, oe 
Birmingham Pet 


MAS, 
Cardiff, General Carriers May 20 at 10.30 Off 
Cardiff 
Nook, nr Oarlisle, Ta‘lor | 
t, Cardiff 


TABTEUR, Leeds, Architect | 


ROBERT, iverpoo) orme 

MABTIN, Li Ls rly Builder 

Liverpool Pet April 15 Ord Ma 

| — , Clacton on Sea, Eusex, E Begin neer- 
Contractor Oolchester Pet May 6 Ord 


came HERBERT CHARLES, f Burton 
rent Builder Burton on Trent’ Pet April % 9 
ord 


Mesamaeee,. Henry, Squires Mount cottages, 
Plompeeess See oath, late Bank Clerk Higa Court 
Pet 6 Ord May 10 


Mony, Samuzt ERNEST, Gombridge, Draper Cam. 
bridge oS Th save a 
Morais, 4 Notts, General 


ARTHUR, 
Carter Wetteeinen” Pot! May’ 9 Ord May 
| Morris, RicHarD Oscak, Stratford upon yal 
| Gunsmith Warwick Pet Marchi8 Ord May7 
MYERS, geen, Gommaaen, Traveller Portsmouth 


| OWEN, Silloth, aeed, Hotel Kee 
Carlisle Pet May 8’ Ord May 9 eo 


PucH, Henry, West Felton op, Grocer Wrex- 
ham Pet April 12 Ord eh " 
Rourrar, TH on T Weighman 


J 
BF 
1 


seus eure Pt Ap green #4, sign Writer 
High Oourt bet Ap 

SPANTON, CHARLES, 16, Ord May Bridge rd, 
Tim yr Merchant iWigh Court Pet March ti 


THOMAS, ~ ine Davip, Swansea, Grocer Swansea 
Pet May 19 Ord May 10 


‘AKER, ILLIAM, Lae. —p Fishmonger 
arrington Pet 7 AA . 

Wiss, Bert, Bedf Tailors Bedford Pet May 
Ord May 9 


8 

Worrnam, Hatz, Portobello rd, _teige Seller High 
Court Pet May 8 Ord May . 

WRIGHT, FREDERICK AaeuuS, and Mary Jans 
WeriGcuT, Wombwell, em Grocers Barnsley 
Pet Mays Ord May 9 

The pte eneniel notice is substituted for that 

in the London Gazette of May 9. 


THOMPSON, prey soe, Carlisle, Tailor Carlisle 
Pet May7 Ord May7 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


oe 21.— Messrs. Fe 4 & fom, * ie ots rae. 
op Peapeaty (se see advertisemen a 4 

a ae WIN Fox & BOUsroaLI a the 

E.C., at 2 3 clock an - Freehold Share 

in rh King’s M the Estates and Interest; 

in the New River” (see advertisement, May 10, 


. 4.) 

22.—Messrs, FAREBROTHEER, ELLIS, CLARK, & O0., 
at the Mart, BO. is yd 20 —. Leasehold Property 
(see advertisement, May 3, p 

er + ey GLASIER & Bons, at the Mart, E.C, 
os - eee (see advertisement, 

iy 10, 

May 30.—Messrs. Dunn & Soman, at the Mart, E.C, 
at 2 o'clock, Freehold Rent Charges (see advertiss- 
ment, May 3, p. 4,) 





AW. = wereee (in a Canin Solicitor’s 
Office), a erk to take sole charge of the 
ites’ Ulerie’ Busiaess. He should bea red 
an or writer, accurate accountant, and reps 
to make generally useful; one ‘able 
Magistrates in the abs absence of the principal p vera 
age not to exceed 26 ; state qualifications, Rreronceh, 
| an required. ~ Apply, by letter, to X.R N, 
care of uncan, 87, Chancery-lane, 
London, W.C. 


W iid, | a Managing Clerk, not ad- 

but competent to conduct convey- 

@ matters, with slight gagervision ; age under 

ypaer , by letter, sta , references, ke. 

oi = ”, care of of Moses, a Uy y ay Se 
’ 

















TH 


LIDMITED. 


SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY 


Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 


Cuctmmas, Haq (Meeers, Croseman & Prichard), 14, Theobald’s- 


WL. 


Lowes Keg (Mesers. Pemberton & Garth), 6, New-court, Lincoln’s- 
—h 7 me 


Me A 
ees © an yee (Mesos. Torr, 7 neways, Gribtthe, & OdAle), 14, 


Jcus hmwuwe Wcarre, Kay. (Meroe, tittle, Henley, & Breet), 2, Bettorirow, WL, 


The ae t,-< oy oe ia to 
ag 


png EX AP 


51 & 92, ChUAX STEUNT, we 


vise WT twaneiel 


io, MEW COUT, CALEY STRERT, W.0.; 


DIBECTOKS : 
Lincoln’ winn, W 


“A, 


od 


eons co-apenutlon | Lp 





Pane Revie Paange, Bes. (Messrs, 6 P 
New-court, Carey attoet, WG rg t 


moron, Kat, (Mosers Cookson, Wainewright, & Penningtooh 


Guonssn Evwanp Laem, Law (Mesers, Lake, Beaumont, & Lake),'10, New-squaré 


e-abrect, estmin 


‘have recelved 12 per cont. in a after which such Customers take th 
om, JABERAL DISOOUNTS are allowed, as shewn in the Price 
mupylies gor 


account and without requiring paym 


Sree eee. Nor te Satire, om pplication to the Booretary, W, HL, 


law to be done ly 4 9. tere Molle 


ann 49 EDFORD. ‘tOw, W.C, 














) Pritchard, & Sb yey 





Mm )sz 


Fer 


